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Part 1 


[00:00] ... [to] finish, and that this last session be made up of your 
possible questions, your reactions, including your ways of seeing 
things, that is to say what we could have done if, and that I couldn't 
but that others here could have, other directions in which we could 
have gone, or directions that I considered but did not go far enough, 
etc. ., finally, it must be an open session where it is mainly you who 
speak. 


[00:46] Obviously, as I already have a lot of questions there, and the 
method, it suits me well, huh. Some of you who don't like to speak, 
uh, publicly, they pass questions to me, [1:00] as they are excellent, 
good, very good. These are very good questions, but then you have to 
accept the pact that I indicated to you from the beginning, the more 
one, the better the question, the less there is an answer, since the 
better a question is, by definition, it is then, it is then he who asks the 
question who alone is capable of answering it. 


So I have an attitude where I can say how the question seems 
interesting to me, and then you just have to say to yourself, it's not a 
question of giving answers, in fact, it's a question of seeing, and there 
already in what you pass me, I sense sensitivities, that's what always 
interests me, this history of philosophical sensitivities. I see 
sensitivities -- that doesn't mean sensibility applied to philosophy -- 


[2:00] I see strictly philosophical sensitivities that are very different 
from each other. 


[02:09] So, it's curious that -- well maybe it's not curious -- most of the 
questions are about the end, about the story of the fold and the 
subjectivation, and that's perhaps for you what causes the most 
problem, but after all, it is normal since it is obviously what caused 
the most problem for Foucault. Me, of course... if you had a reproach 
to make to me, it is, it would be this one. As you are very nice, you 
don't do it, but your questions come back to that. It would be, I think I 
have very well -- it is a great compliment that I am paying myself -- I 
think I have shown very well [3:00] why the discovery or the 
invention of this dimension, in his thought, became more and more 
necessary. [Pause] No matter how much he said to himself: everything 
I say about power corresponds well to our real situation and our real 
state, that does not prevent, he could not bear to offer a thought 
which, in fact, does not would release a perpetual clash with power. 


This is why this text seems extraordinary to me, there, taken from 
"The life of infamous men", once said that [4:00] Foucault was very 
fond of this notion of infamous man, it made him laugh, he lived as an 
infamous man.1 


[04:12] This text from the man, infamous men me strikes me almost 
more than anything, what, when it throws the question: how to cross 
the line? So you understand that from there, already, your questions, 
those that I have there in writing, are linked together. How to cross 
the line, questions abound, since one can also say to me: but then for 
Foucault was it possible for example, was drugs a way of crossing the 
line? Or was homosexuality the line, was it a way to cross the line? 
And what homosexuality? 


So the questions I'm being asked here, one that's very interesting, are 
really questions of philosophical sensitivity, says [5:00]: is it the same 
for a man and for a woman , to cross the line? Or is it not the same 
thing? One could also say, is it quite the same line? [05:16] There is 
no opposition between the line and crossing the line, huh, since the 
line is only reached in the act by which one crosses it. But, in fact, 
should categories as simple as man, woman, homosexual, heterosexual 
intervene or not? What does it mean ? What exactly does it mean to 
cross the line? 


So, one could reproach me, I would advise you to reproach me for 
having clearly shown the necessity of this problem, [6:00] and for 
having shown much less, much less well shown, that it was not the 
solution, because you feel, there is no solution, it's... you could say, 
that's not how the problem arises, I suppose. I mean, there are plenty 
who think that's not how the problem arises, that we have no line to 
cross. But when, when, without following Foucault's texts, I evoked in 
connection with Foucault's themes texts like those of Michaux and 
Melville, it was not by chance. Because what I wanted to make you 
feel, and it seems that you felt it perfectly, is that this theme can be 
found in authors who are very independent of each other, [7:00] that 
each time it will be conceived , if I take part of the questions, is that 
the same way Captain Ahab crosses the line? Well, then you have 
those who don't cross it and don't want to cross it, that is, even deny 
that there is a line to cross. They will stay below, but they will have 
reasons to stay below. 


[07:27] Then there are these kind of crazy people who say, let's call 
them crazy for the moment; Melville called them monomaniacs. Is the 
notion of monomania which in the 19th century played a major role 
in psychiatry by chance that Foucault dealt with it so well in "Me, 
Pierre Rivière", which is a very fine case of monomania? ‘in the 19th 
century, it is very curious, that this notion had a great success, a great 
importance in the psychiatry of the time, but in addition, [8:00] in 
Melville 


-- I talk about him as for me, he's one of the greatest writers that ever 
existed, so I attach importance to him, that's why I always talk about 
questions of sensitivity, there I'm address then to those who consider a 
little the same thing -- in the case of Melville, these characters who 
confront the line, they are monomaniacs. They are presented as 
monomaniacs. And Ahab goes on this fantastic adventure with a 
precise whale, and the line, what is it? It is the bond between Captain 
Ahab and this whale, [9:00] the white whale which cannot be 
confused with any other. 


[09:06] On this, the commentators told us a thousand times that the 
white whale was this and that, and again that, and again that. Of 
course, it's all useful. It's useful. Still, the line must be taken literally. 
It means whatever you want, but above all, it means what it means 
literally. There is no discourse that takes two seconds if it does not 
consist in speaking literally, that is to say in excluding any figure, 
whether metaphor, metonymy, or whatever. Any speech 


is literal or is nothing at all. [10:00] The outside line is a rope. So I 
say, maybe there are spiritual cords. You will tell me ah ah! Spiritual 
cords, it is a metaphor. No. It's not a metaphor, I don't think so. It's an 
outside line, good. Ahab confronts himself with the outside line. It is 
the white whale and the past of the white whale. He will leave his life 
there, good. [ Break] 


And in a certain way he betrayed, he betrayed his duty, his duty as a 
captain which was to save his men and which was, I remind you, to 
obey the law. And the whaler's law is once again very simple: you 
won't choose your whale, you won't have an insane relationship 
[11:00] with a whale, a specific whale. You will not choose your 
whale, that is to say, you will attack the whales you meet. GOOD. 
[11:15] That is the law. 


It goes without saying that the question of reaching and crossing, 
which is the same as reaching and crossing the line from without, is 
beyond the law. We have seen that Foucault, in all his thought and his 
theory of power, certainly did not define himself as an author 
attaching the slightest importance, or great importance to the notion 
of law, since his entire conception of power is independent of the 
concept of law. GOOD. 


[11:55] And, I jump. When Michaux confronts drugs [12:00] like a 
line, is that also metaphorical? Is it by metaphor that the word line is 
technically used in connection with drugs? Ah, very interesting when 
a word arises, lands on something, well. When, when Michaux both 
confronts mescaline, and when he renounces mescaline, why does all 
his writing, which abandons forms, become linear drawing? The line 
is not a metaphor here. 


She is so little of a metaphor that he goes from writing to drawing, 
and his drawing is a linear drawing, drawing lines. As he said [13:00] 
in a text that I quoted to you, I am a linear time-lapse. Is it the same 
line from outside with Captain Ahab, say with Melville and Michaux? 


Of course, we are careful not to confuse; it's terrible when you mix 
authors who have nothing to do with each other. But, when we 
confront authors who have to see something, what do they have to 
see, there, in this case which concerns us, Melville and Michaux? 
Confront line.3 [13:36] 


But tackling the line is full of a sailor experience, at Melville it is truly 
an ocean experience, coupled with a biblical experience. Well, we 
could put everything, all the experimental coordinates, [14:00] of the 
great theme of the line in Melville. We could also put Michaux's 
references. It would include line drawing, drugs, and more. GOOD. 


[14:26] In Foucault, this theme of the line from the outside, 
understand, for everyone, it is, I believe it is a point common to all: it 
is at the same time, independently of the way in which it could 
produce a concept of it, the concept should take into account these 
lived determinations. It is both something that risks strangling you, 
and which is likely to give you a chance to breathe. [Pause] [15:00] 
What does it mean to reach the outside line? That's answering the 
question there, so I'm thinking of other writers, a lot, you know, that's 
a lot of people's problem. One of you suggested Van Gogh to me, what 
is Van Gogh's correspondence? How is it ? What does it mean, 
someone who wonders how to reach something. And what is it, what 
does it mean, to claim to achieve something? One of you, in one of the 


notes he just gave me, said yes, waiting, what does it mean to wait, 
once said that we are not waiting for something, [4:00 p.m.] huh? 
[Pause] I don't know where it is in the text, anyway, we'll find out 
later. [ Break] 


[16:16] I say Van Gogh, it's not nothing, huh. This man, he has a kind 
of fear. We think so too often in the final explosion, but a whole part 
of his life, he lives in front of a fear, in a panic fear of color: I am not 
worthy of color. Approaching color is really, color is the line, it is the 
line from the outside. He has the feeling that he is still far, far, far 
away. [ Break] 


[17:00] And he will talk about filing, filing the wall with patience, 
prudence. The line from the outside, I tell you but yes, it is, it is just as 
much what can take your breath away as give you breath. Not easy. 


Once again, Michaux gives up mescaline. Maybe he was able to wrest 
everything she could give from her, but maybe he also thinks he could 
have found it otherwise, what she gave him. Captain Ahab, he belongs 
to the sea, can someone be said to belong to drugs? I do not believe. 
He belongs to drugs only by his death. [18:00] Captain Ahab, he 
belongs to the sea, it's... or else, I don't know if, what can we say in 
this regard. 


So, okay, back to Van Gogh. [18:17] To approach the color is, but you 
suspect the precautions, precautions... and the tremors, what, it is fear 
and tremor as to the color. 


How dare I touch color? If someone is a painter, he can understand 
what that means. If a young painter embarks on color as an element 
with which he has no problem, I believe he has everything to fear 
from his true vocation. If he thinks it happened... 


generally, people who believe it happened, [7:00 p.m.] it’s not going 
well for them. So, good, and when he starts in color, there he 
confronts a line from the outside, and this line from the outside, what 
does he find there? We cannot say that it will end very well as far as 
Van Gogh's life is concerned; we must say at the same time that it 
ends prodigiously as far as painting is concerned. Good. 


[19:45] Van Gogh's line from outside is among other things, but if you 
said "it is reduced to", it would be a misinterpretation, it is among 


other things his madness. [20:00] But the outside line of his friend 
Gauguin, 


[Pause] No doubt it's the color too. They have come a long way, eh, at 
the beginning, Gauguin, we were talking about the scabby colors of 
Gauguin, you realize, and it was true, there is no other word, no other 
word. It's nasty. l'm not talking about Van Gogh, so it's potato, it's 
potato, Van Gogh's first attempts. Admire how far you've come. One 
goes to the South, well, we say ah, the South, it's his line from outside, 
well. You have to believe that going to the South does not just mean 
taking [9:00 p.m.] the train. For what ? Because going to the South, 
well, maybe that's something else, it might look like the line of the 
whale, huh, since he's going to experience hellish crises there, you 
have to believe that the South is just as good something other than the 
South, literally. 


[21:25] Gauguin, he needs someone else, in the end it's not the South 
that interests him, Gauguin, depending on his company, but even, a 
company he still doesn't know about, huh. He needs another more 
distant line, he needs this radical conversion of life. He needs that 
weird death, huh. All that, no matter how tragically they died, [22:00] 
these men, huh, we can say that they got what they wanted, at what 
price, at what price of suffering? Terrible pain, but maybe that pain 


didn't even matter to them, it was in the lot, it was in the lot. For what 
? 


I come back to that, because confronting the line from the outside is 
also making the fold, the operation of subjectivation. 


It's not two things. It should be said, the outside line is both what 
fundamentally threatens my life. I always risk my life there, even 
when I don't look like it. There are people for whom going to Bécon- 
les-Bruyéres means risking their lives. [23:00] There are others for 
whom it is nothing, huh. You can't know where somebody's outside 
line is. Good. 


[23:09] So, I say, the outside line is both where I risk my life, [Pause] 
because I am irresistibly drawn there, because there lies what I want, 
even if I don't know what I want yet. And then, at the same time, it's 
where I can breathe and survive. And we have to say good, it's all 
contradictory. Yes, it's contradictory, it's where I risk my life and at 
the same time where I can breathe and survive. Once again, [24:00] 


the word of Kierkegaard who also had his line, his line from the 
outside, what was that? It was the break with the fiancée, that was it. 
This is what gave him both breathing space and where he found the 
unbreathable. GOOD. So he translated that: possible, otherwise I 
suffocate. 


Of the possible otherwise I suffocate, but of the possible, it is not 
possible in general; Van Gogh's possible is colour. The possible — the 
possible is also the impossible. Captain Ahab's possible impossible is 
Moby-Dick, [25:00] the white whale. 


[25:07] So I say, reaching the line from the outside, crossing it, and 
bending it to operate a subjectivation, it's the same. On this, in the 
questions that come to my mind today, many of these questions, in 
very different styles, that's why I like them, therefore, with very 
different sensitivities, if I try to translate them , I see that it comes 
back, it seems to me, if I understand them correctly, it comes down to 
telling me 


: is every fold subjectivation, does every fold of the line form a 
subject, a subjectivation? Can't it do something else? Is there 
necessarily 


[26:00] subjectification? I would say, you know, eh, it's a question of, 
it's a question of words at this level. It's not the subject that matters. 
Let's say that what matters is how each of us experiences himself 
when he constitutes himself as a subject. How each of us feels when 
we say “I”. 


It will be seen that there are such differences that indeed perhaps a 
single word, subject, is no good. And precisely Foucault does not use 
it, he uses: process of, or process of subjectivation, which implies that 
there are many, many very different processes, and as we have seen, 
historically there are many. , and they are not reduced to the same, 
and they are not reduced to a unitary form of subject, which would 
be, for example, [27:00] the Kantian subject, or the subject... but 
there are subjects, the question would rather be, are there any, I 
would even say the word subject, it is too much. Are there processes 
that lead to something other than subjects? I believe so, but in the end 
that was not Foucault's problem. Foucault used roughly, he used a 
convenient word, process of subjectivation, telling us that there were 
plenty of them. 


[27:36] Now, I come across a text that is extremely moving, which is 
part of Foucault's texts, when he did not control what he said, when, 


and therefore, understand, when he did not consider himself author. 


There has been a lot of misinterpretation on this story, I open a 
parenthesis, because I did not expand very much. [28:00] We often 
say: Foucault, he challenged the notion of author. It's silly ; he never 
did that. He held a very, very precise thesis, which consisted in saying: 
attention, author is a function, author does not designate anything 
existing, author does not designate an existing character. On that, we 
said, well yes, therefore, for him the author does not exist. It's silly. 
The notion of author does not refer to an existing character, okay. 
That does not mean that the author does not exist; that means: the 
author is a function, author is a function. This function is a derivative 
function, it is a derivative. There are primitive functions [29:00] and 
derived functions, for example in mathematics. We say, author is a 
derived function. Derived from what? Of a certain type of product, 
good. Foucault fully recognizes himself as the author of the books he 
has published and corrected. It is important as to Foucault's position 
before his death, in relation to the texts he considered to be in place, 
all that. 


[29:36] However, Foucault is completely consistent when he says of 
the other texts: I can be anything you want, invent the functions you 
want, I am not the author. It only shows that he has, with regard to 
the function of author, a certain fundamental requirement. [30:00] 
For example, if I speak with someone, I am completely, if I speak with 
someone I do not consider myself an author. I am the author of my 
books, period. I am not the author of anything else, because it is, there 
again, it could only be used metaphorically. I am not the author of a 
letter that I write. And even when I do a novel by letters, if I have this 
idea, well, there will be a double function, there will be a function, 
let's say, once again, of signatory of letters, the letter maker who sign, 
and then the author as he makes a novel through letters, good. In an 
interview, [31:00] I'm not the author, I'm being interviewed. I can 
consider or not consider that the interview can or cannot be 
published, that does not make the interview a work, that is to say 
something that refers to an author. 


Well, all that is extremely simple things, but in the current state of the 
literature, if we can call it that, these are notions that get confused a 
lot, since we don't understand this genre much anymore. stuff there. 


[31:39] So, in a conversation, Foucault can very well consider that the 
conversation can be taken in shorthand. If there is a third, there, that 
amuses, why not. Foucault had more of a secret step mode, uh, it's 
curious [32:00] how he was both extraordinarily discreet, not talking 
about himself, but at the same time, there was no secret. He wasn't 
hiding. It corresponds completely to the text on, to the text that he 
wrote on the statement, eh.4 It is not visible, and yet it is not hidden, 
eh. 


Good. That's exactly him, he was absolutely not hidden, yet he was 
not visible. It's, I believe that there are a lot of conceptual texts by 
Foucault which are, as always in philosophy, and philosophy is also a 
kind of personal diary, huh, it's very curious how... it comes back 
From what I've been trying to tell you from the start, concepts are 
extraordinarily personal, concepts are, they are, they are superior 
[33:00] autobiographies, huh. Doesn't mean that's the life I've had, 
does it? No that's not it. But these are things that concern life. So 
good. 


[33:12] Foucault, can have a conversation with someone, someone 
and a third person wants to take it in shorthand, fine. And then, we 
can publish it, even Foucault agreeing, saying ah well yes. He will 
simply say: I am not the author. Post it, post it as a conversation, 
taken like that, if you're interested, huh. He can add: I'm not very 
interested in that. But now in a text, I seem to leave the subject of 
your questions but I don't do it at all, in a text he develops a business 
of his own, Foucault, [34:00] very beautiful thing . He does not try, he 
does not try to make it theoretical. 


From a theoretical point of view, she is not even fundamentally ready, 
but he is not doing philosophy, he is not doing theory, he is talking 
with a friend. This friend happens to be [Werner] Schroeter, the 
filmmaker.5 They talk vaguely about Schroeter's cinema. 


And here is Foucault telling him something that Schroeter obviously 
hadn't thought of. It's funny, because in my opinion, in the 
conversation, Schroeter, everyone has their pride, it's not to make fun 
of Schroeter, not at all, everyone has their pride, and Schroeter will 
annoy him , he wants to appear to have thought about it, but we 
really feel that he did not think about it, because it is a rather original 
distinction that Foucault [35:00] proposes here, which has no 
equivalent in his books, which perhaps would have had an equivalent 
later, if he had lived, perhaps he would have given that a 
philosophical value. 


[35:16] He basically says, he says to Schroeter, you know, eh, your 
films, what interests me, what he says, in your films, is that they 
present us with characters in good condition of passion and not at all 
in a state of love. [Pause] And he tries to say, but, like that, like it 
comes to him, he tries to say how for him, Foucault, passion is a 
completely different state, it differs in kind from the state of love. And 
you immediately feel that, [36:00] then with the rights of a 
conversation, where there are always condemnations and exaltations, 
love will not be very interesting, what, and passion will be very 
interesting. One more step, you will perhaps feel if you read the whole 
of the text which has been published, that Schroeter is going to rush 
moreover on this, that the passion, it is rather, rather homosexual in 
tendency, and the rather heterosexual love. That, I mean, that can be 
discussed [Deleuze laughs], that's not all the point. It's a lived 
impression, Foucault delivers a lived impression, he says: for me, as I 
live, I can be in a state of passion and I don't confuse that with love. 
[37:00] And he suggests, he says to me, I am very close to passion, but 
ultimately love, I know very little about what it is to love. 


[37:09] I read you on the off chance, like that, but let yourself go, if 
that means anything to you. "With one word, I think we're talking 
about the same thing" - he says to Schroeter - "first of all we can't say 
that these women" - those who were united in a film by Schroeter of 
which they speak - « one cannot say that these women love each 


m 


other. You can't say either, in Maria Malibran" — 


famous film by Schroeter — “nor can we say, in ‘Maria Malibran', that 
there is love. 


What is passion? says Foucault, and he replies: “It is a state, it is 
something that falls on you”. [38:00] You allow me to comment as I 
go along as if each of us were in the conversation. I listen to this, 
obviously I would not have intervened, but I would say to myself 


: it's something that falls on you, that takes hold of you, we can say 
that about love. I would have heard Foucault say that, start saying 
"oh, passion is not the same thing as love, and I am close to passion 
and I don't really know what it is. 'love', I would have said to myself, 
that's interesting. When someone says something interesting, it is 
better to keep quiet. It's time to listen a little. You have to be quiet, 
because it's beautiful, first of all, it's not, and then, yes, because it's 
interesting, if we interrupt him well he'll lose, he'll think of something 


else , and we won't know. 


But, all the same, I would say to myself, [39:00] at the beginning, I 
would say to myself well, it's starting badly, because if it's to tell us: 
passion "it's something that falls on [us] , which takes hold of [us], 
which holds you by both shoulders and which knows no pause, and 
which has no origin," I say to myself well, it's curious, because it is 
generally what people call love, that, then, it's curious, what does it 
mean? So I would have listened even more, huh. 


[39:31] And he adds, as if it goes together: “It is an always mobile 
state, but which does not go towards a given point”. So there I don't 
know, if we all assume that we attended the conversation, there I 
would have said to myself, for my own part I would have said to 
myself oh well, that's where it starts, huh, that's where let it begin, 
because there we can clearly see that an opposition with love is 
beginning to take shape [40:00] 


“It is an always mobile state but it does not go to a given point. There 
are strong moments and weak moments, moments when it is brought 
to incandescence”, I would have said to myself, oh well, well, passion 
then for Foucault, it is a story of intensity, it is an intensity 
distribution. On what ? 


I don't know yet, huh. On what, between whom and who, it's 
intensities, eh, there are strong moments and weak moments, 
moments when it's brought to incandescence, it floats: "it's a kind of 
unstable moment that continues for obscure reasons, perhaps by 
inertia. ... Passion gives itself all the conditions to continue and, at the 
same time, it destroys [41:00] itself. In the 


passion, we are not blind”. He assumes that, I admire that, and one 
cannot do otherwise, when he is in the process of loading a notion like 
passion, with original determinations, onto the other notion that he 
does not like, that of love. , he puts in the worst platitudes, [Deleuze 
laughs] he puts everything silly he puts on the side of love. That is to 
say, in love, one would be blind. Yes, if you want... [Deleuze laughs] 
“In passion you are not blind, simply in these situations of passion, 
you are not yourself — you are not yourself — that doesn't matter. no 
more sense of being yourself, you see things quite differently”. Good. 


[41:58] It's not clear, I'll tell you that in class, [42:00] understand, I'll 


tell you that in class, you'll say to yourself but it's not okay? I mean, 
there, what I have just read to you, grant me that it does not make a 
book, nor a fragment of a book, it is not at all developed as a fragment 
of a book, nor a moment of class , this is not at all to the point. On the 
other hand, very well, it can make a conversation. Yes, it's a 
conversation. "In passion...", then he continues, and it branches off all 
the time, eh, new idea. Earlier it was a distribution of mobile 
intensities, but between the two, between two people, or what? And 
two people near or far? We do not know. “In passion there is also a 
quality of pain-pleasure, which is very different from what one can 
find in [43:00] desire or in what is called sadism or masochism. ... 
Between these women” — Schroeter's women - “there is a completely 
inseparable state of pain-pleasure, while I see no sadistic or 
masochistic relationship between them. ... We cannot say: there is 
great suffering in each one. You can't say that one makes the other 
suffer”. I'm not trying to turn this into a concept, I'm maintaining it. 
Passion would therefore be affects, I would add, it would be 
distributed intensities, in what way and between whom and whom, 
we don't know yet, but [44:00] a mobile distribution of intensities, 
and this distribution would imply, and would take place, and would 
compose states of pain-pleasure, states of pain-pleasure irreducible to 
masochism and sadism. One cannot say that one makes the other 
suffer. In other words, they are common affects, a community — then, 
passion would be a community of affects of suffering and pleasure. In 
whatever condition, perhaps, both when we are together and when we 
are apart. 


Can we say that about love? [45:00] Maybe, I don't see why we 
shouldn't say that about love again. [Pause] He sees it, since he adds: 
“In love, there is in a way someone in charge of this love, whereas in 
passion, it circulates between the partners”. Well, it circulates between 
the partners; see, there comes back a common affect of suffering and 
pleasure that circulates between the partners. I am already extracting 
from a completely innocent conversation a sketch of a concept. What 
can I say to someone who says to me, but why not call it love? [46:00] 
In a conversational tone, Foucault tells us, in love there is someone in 
a way who owns this love, whereas in passion it circulates between 
the partners. 


Schroeter, who wants to show that he follows well, says: “Yes, love is 
less active than passion”. I'm afraid that's not what Foucault meant. 
Foucault: “The state of passion is a mixed state between the different 
partners”, it is a mixture between the partners, very curious, whereas 
he refuses this quality of mixture in love. [Pause] He's trying to 
clarify, Foucault. “One can perfectly love without the other loving” — 


one can perfectly love without the other loving — [47:00] “it is a 
matter of solitude”. Ah good, then the passion even for two would be 
communal, and the love even for twelve would be of loneliness. 
[Laughs] It's possible, it's possible, I'm not convinced; I say to myself, I 
am not 


convinced, then I dream, there, I would be, I might have intervened, I 
would have said but why, why speak like this? It wouldn't have been 
very interesting, unless I had something else to say... [End of tape] 
[47:41] 


Part 2 


[47:42] ... [if] I hadn't intervened, I would have already broken the 
thing with my stupid question, why? 


Well, that would have stopped him from saying that. It's not that it's 
very conceptually what he's saying there, but it's very interesting, we 
see why [48:00] he doesn't want the word love. We see very well why 
he does not want the word love. I remember Foucault telling me: I 
will never bear the word desire. I said: why? For what ? He says to 
me, because me, whatever, then he says to me, there, with great, great 
kindness, whatever your, your attempts to explain that desire is 
absolutely not linked to lack, for me , I can't help myself each time I 
say the word desire to see lack there. Well, well I say to myself, and I 
say to him, well it doesn't matter, at that point, all you have to do is 
change the word, [Laughs] since the essential chord, namely that the 
notion of lack is a filthy notion, well, we have the essential agreement. 


[48:57] But, see that, there, it is something [49:00] very similar. Why 
doesn't he want the word love? He doesn't want the word love because 
this word, for him -- so he may be right, is he right, not right, not very 
important -- this word is inseparable from a set where each appeals to 
the other. That is to say, at the limit I would say, if I try to prolong, I 
would say to him yes, yes, gosh, maybe he is doing everything, 
indeed, something that is about love. Love lives on proofs. He is like 
God. God lives on the proofs of his own existence, finally he has long 
lived on the proofs of his own existence. Love lives on proof, proof of 
love. [50:00] In its most obvious form, when one who suffers, says, 
see, it's not... then there, it's a suffering which is not the one that 
Foucault was talking about earlier. hour, the one who suffers from 
love and who says: tell me that you love me, this is a solicitation, that, 


tell me that you love me. But what lover does not feel this need, tell 
me that you love me? Or, if he stops himself, he doesn't say it, there 
will be a solicitation which can be, uh, huh, is the cake I made for you 
this evening good? [Laughs] But, it's tell me you love me, and then I 
apologize, no, it's more up to me to blush, because I seem to act as if 
the solicitation, tell me you love me, came more from women than 
from men, whereas men, what do they do, huh? [51:00] It's not even 
baking a good cake in the evening anymore, it's absolute whining, ah, 
tell me you love me, it's worse than anything, what, worse than 
anything. Good. 


[51:13] There I say to myself, yes, the multiplicity of small 
solicitations which are distributed to two subjects, and which 
distribute the subjects, so I understand better what he was saying 
earlier: love, this is not really a mixture, there is assignment of 
subjectivity. Even if it is alternately, there is always one who plays the 
role of the lover and one who plays the role of the beloved even if it 
changes at full speed. And it is an intersection of solicitations. [52:00] 
Okay. The state of passion would be a commonplace; reunited or 
separated, the two passionate people pass through common affects 
which will henceforth be called affects of suffering and pleasure, since 
there is no distribution, [Pause] there is no demand. This is Foucault's 
way of saying: there is no lack. Whereas in love, there always has to 
be only lack, there always has to be one who lacks something, and 
when neither is missing, when neither of them is missing, it is love 
itself that is missing. So hey, that's his deal. 
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[52:52] This state — so it continues, but at the same time it is 
reassuring, it becomes consenting — Foucault says: “love [53:00] can 
become passion”. That is to say, if he progresses, if he knows how to 
overcome his... then he can become a passion, okay. Love can become 
passion. Schroeter: “And so it becomes suffering 


". [Laughs] He's perfect, Schroeter, because, I don't mean, he's very, 
very smart... there, he wants to show every time he's got it. But I 
believe that in a conversation, above all, you shouldn't object, but you 
shouldn't show that you've understood the trick either, because you've 
never understood the trick, huh. Rather, it is necessary to do as much 
as possible, to do everything so that the other says more. “And so, 
suffering. Besides, Schroeter does a bit of that here. And Foucault 
answers: “Yes, this state of mutual and reciprocal suffering” — this 


à 


state of mutual and reciprocal suffering — “is, truly, communication”. 
That is [54:00] the only true communication is this mutual and 
reciprocal state of suffering. "It seems to me that's what happens 
between these women" - in Schroeter's film - 


“these faces and these bodies are not crossed by desire, but by 
passion”. [ Break] 


[54:41] And Schroeter says -- the text, it's amusing, the text -- 
Schroeter says: and you, he says to Foucault, 


“Do you have a tendency for passion or for love? [Laughs] After what 
Foucault has just said, we are... Foucault, there, very sober: [55:00] 
“passion”. [Laughs] Schroeter, who is going to say some very 
interesting things there, he is suddenly launched, Schroeter, but 
finally, he is launched: "The conflict between love and passion is the 
subject of all my plays. theatre” — I think he is exaggerating, well, he 
means: of all the plays I have put on, since he has done a lot of theater 
productions — 


“love is a lost force that must be lost immediately because it is never 
reciprocated”; notice that's not what Foucault said, huh, love that isn't 
reciprocal, that's, that's an idea... Foucault was smarter: he said love, 
it's an exchange perpetual, there can be reciprocity, where there is 
always one appealing to the other. “Love [56:00] is a lost force that 
must be lost right away because it is never reciprocated. It is always 
suffering, total nihilism, like life and death. The authors I love are all 
suicidal: Kleist, Hôlderlin -- who is someone I think I understand, but 
outside the context of literature.” Good. 


[56:27] He is saying something else there. And, it is curious, because 
he explains, “to work is to create, and to create”, it is “my dream. 
When I do not reach these states of passion, I work. Whereas 
obviously, for Foucault, it is not when I do not reach these states of 
passion, I work, it is I only work in a state of passion, since the state of 
passion is not is not just [57:00] 


with people is also with things, with notions, with whatever you want. 
“What is your life like? asks Schroeter. Foucault, modest, answers: 
“very wise”. Schroeter: “Can you tell me about your passion? 
Foucault: “I have lived for 18 years in a state of passion vis-a-vis 
someone, for someone. Maybe at some point this passion turned into 
love. In truth, it is a state of passion between the two of us, a 
permanent state which has no other reason to end than itself, and in 
which I am concretely invested, it [which ] passes through me. I 


believe” — and this is going to be his living definition of passion — “I 
believe that there is not a single thing in the world, nothing, anything, 
that would stop me when it happened. is about going to find him, 
[58:00] 


[and] talk to him”. See, there is affirmed, that's why it seemed to me, 
from the beginning, it seemed to imply the two can be very far apart. 


[58:16] There is a distribution of intensities, of common affects, of 
pain-pleasure, and the mobile distribution, nothing would stop me 
when it comes to going to find it, etc., and Schroeter asks an 
interesting question, well: "What difference do you notice in the state 
of passion experienced by a woman and 
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in that experienced by a man? Foucault: “I would tend to say” [Pause] 
—I don’t understand, 


[59:00] moreover, it was... — “I would tend to say that it is not 
possible to know whether it is stronger among homosexuals” — and I 
have the impression what the sentence means: in my opinion, it is 
perhaps stronger among homosexuals. You will see the rest -- "in these 
states of communication without transparency that is passion, when 
one does not know what the pleasure of the other is, what the other is, 
what is happening in the other ". Ah no, he means, yes, in 
heterosexuality, where there is a heterogeneity more, of another 
nature, between the partners, isn't the state of passion... [Deleuze does 
not end not his thought] 


Yes then, well then he starts laughing, [60:00] the conversation is 
over. I mean, he starts to laugh: “we have objective proof that 
homosexuality is more interesting than heterosexuality, it is that we 
know a considerable number of heterosexuals who would like to 
become homosexuals, 


[Laughs] when we know very few homosexuals who really want to 
become heterosexual. 


It's like going from East Germany to West Germany. [Laughs] We will 
be able to love a woman, have an intense relationship with a woman” 
— therefore including a relationship of passion -- “more perhaps than 
with a boy, but we will never want to become heterosexual ". Yeah. 
It's not wrong, I don't know. 


[1:00:54] Okay, why did I read this to you? It was to try to make you 
feel more concrete 


[61:00] that this history of modes of subjectivation, it is not a 
question of saying, well, too abstractly, a mode of subjectivation, it is 
the process of constitution of a subject. I had pointed out from the 
start that subjectivation, as Foucault understood it, was both collective 
and particular. There were national subjectivations, there were class 
subjectivations, we had seen that, huh. There were group 
subjectivations. There, what interests me is that you see, passion, if I 
take up this text again, I would say what Foucault is trying to show us 
is that the state of passion operates a subjectivation of a totally quite 
different from a state of love. Which means...yes? [62:00] 


A student: [Inaudible; she raises the example of "Wtorten Heights" and 
the reports therein] 


[1:02:10] Deleuze: Completely, that, I believe that in the spirit of 
Foucault, the examples would be appropriate. "Whirlwind Heights" is 
the relationship between the man, well the little wild boy, and the 
girl, is typically a relationship of passion, and not love, huh. That, you 
have fully understood, yes. Werther, indeed, there is no doubt that 
Werther is a romantic love, yes, that absolutely, yes. Yes, even in the 
literature, it seems to give me an example of passion in this sense, I 
believe that you said the most striking example, to my knowledge, 
immediately, yes.7 


[1:02:58] So you see, it's not even enough [63:00] to say: there are 
several modes of subjectivation. 


Now we are old enough to be able to question the word subject. 
Subject is a word that has no importance. That's why, when we say 
Foucault at the end, he comes back to the subject, not at all. What 
interests him is the word subjectivation. But it would even be 
necessary to say at the limit that subjectivation is not necessarily the 
production of a subject. The production of the subject is only a case of 
subjectivation, just like there I would say, what he has just shown us, 
it is in the affective domain, that there were productions of passion, 
processes of production of passion, which should not be confused at 
all with the processes of producing love, not at all; it is very, very 
different. 
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I would say at the limit, so there forgive me, as it is a last session, I 
take my case, me; in this story of subjectivation, [64:00] what 
interests me? It wouldn't be exactly the passion-love difference, for me 
it's something else that interests me, but which is very much linked to 
this problem. 


It is rather, how do people, indeed, constitute themselves as subject, 
or, as what do they constitute themselves when they say “me” or “I”? 
Well, it happens that they constitute themselves as a subject. And I 
say, but, they can be constituted... [Deleuze does not finish the 
sentence] 


[1:04:33] If you want, what would interest me would be to say: there 
are processes, at the limit, what to call that, processes of 
individuation, only it would be necessary that, it would be necessary 
that I am granted the notion of collective individuation; there would 
be private individuations and collective individuations, I would say 
for me there are processes of individuation without a subject. [65:00] 
The subject is the product of a very particular type of individuation or 
subjectification. And, I'm not sure it's not a product already trapped in 
advance. I mean, what has always interested me, for example -- and 
it's linked to Foucault's stories, somewhere -- what has always 
interested me is individuations without a subject, individuations 
without subject, that is, the individuations of events. What interests 
me is when proper names do not designate persons, non- 
personological individuations, non-personal individuations. So, a 
wind, you recognize a wind. 


[66:00] No two drafts are alike, huh. Ah, it's my current of air, oh yes, 
oh well, I recognize that one, it's my current of air, it's the current of 
air at home, that. You will tell me, there is at home, but then you will 
see, let's wait, it's a conversation. 


[1:06:19] So you will say, it's the mistral. You will tell me, the mistral 
is, it is, it is a, it is all the same a concept, it is an abstract concept, so 
it is a completely different problem... nothing at all. Nothing at all, it's 
a singularity, the mistral. You can make a concept out of it, of course; 
from everything, we can draw a concept. But a wind is a singularity.8 
A wind is a singularity, a wind is individuated as much as a person, 
good. All that, one o'clock, one o'clock in the afternoon, or one o'clock 
in the day, [67:00] it is perfectly individuated, once again five o'clock 
in the evening, five o'clock in the evening it's something that has 
always fascinated me. Five o'clock in the evening. Well, there are 
individuations of hours. That's what has always interested me, it's the 
attempt to define impersonal and subjectless individuations, well, the 


individuation of an event, because, if I got there, if I gets there, at that 
moment there is no longer a problem, I could say cheerfully: but there 
has never been a subject. I mean, we're all on this guy. And then if 
there was an allusion to a great English novel, a little while ago, I 
believe that the English know that. The Bronté sisters [68:00] notably 
present their characters, but they are, they are, they have the 
individuation of the winds, of a wind, of a, of a sea, of a wave, of a 
type of wave. 


They are not people. They are not people, they are events. It doesn't 
mean grandiose stuff, being like a draft and not like a person. That's, 
that's... 


For me it is the highest of life. 


[1:08:33] So you tell me, where is your outside line? My own outside 
line, it is there, it has become a current of air. At first glance, it's a bit 
simple, even a bit silly, but if you live it hard enough, it's very, very 
difficult you know. It's true, I think, it's not heroism, you risk your life 
there, you risk the unbreathable, you also risk being able to breathe 
[69:00]... being a person doesn't I'm not interested, okay. I only see 
bad things in being a person. 


So, all the authors that I like are, they have the feeling of these 
individuations without subject. 
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[1:09:17] So I come back to that, in the idea, in what Foucault calls — 
I don't want to make silly connections - in what Foucault calls 
passion, there, the state of passion, understand that it is a process as 
he would say of subjectivation, or I would prefer to say a process of 
individuation, but without a subject, very particular, very, very 
different from that of love. And it is linked to a type, it is obvious that 
in, in the state of passion, one never stops brushing against a line from 
the outside. Once again, to bend, that is to say to produce an 
individuation, [70:00] to bend the line from the outside, and to face 
the line from the outside, it is not two successive moments, it is at the 
same time that is happening. It's happening at the same time. If it is 
not done at the same time, we are carried away by the outside line, 
yes. 


[1:10:16] So, I think for a lot of the questions that are put to me there, 
I think it's the very people who ask them who have to answer them, 


because you can invent so many processes of individuation and 
subjectification as you want. Personally, I believe, the most important 
thing would be to ask yourself, if you follow this way of posing the 
problem, of you, it would be to have a vague obscure consciousness -- 
one can hardly hope for clarity, it is not not desirable in these areas -- 


a vague, obscure awareness of the two fundamental questions: what is 
my line from the outside, where is it going? [71:00] What is one with, 
with what, with what concerns you? I mean, it's not about 
metaphysics, once again, if he tells us what my outside line is and I 
answer: it's the color, it's is the color line, good. At that point, yes, you 
have to go there, you have to be a painter, or something else, color is 
multiple, or dyer, but you know dyeing is a very great experience of 
color, that's something. At that point, I no longer see any 
inconvenience in talking about a vocation, yes, the attraction to an 
outside line. 


[1:11:58] Because when you are in that state, [72:00] color, it has two 
modes of existence, it can exist in the world, but when it is erected in 
a line from outside , and here too, everything I say must be corrected, 
they do not pre-exist, the lines from the outside do not pre-exist. 
Moby-Dick does not pre-exist Captain Ahab, Moby-Dick is a whale 
more dangerous than the others, that's all, older and more experienced 
than the others. It is the MobyDick/Ahab relationship that makes it an 
outside line for Ahab and for the whole crew, since the crew depends 
on Ahab. So, I believe in the sense that you have to ask yourself how 
you conceive your outside line? And what way, literally, forgive me 
that word, that rude word, what way to flirt with her? 


Van Gogh said better: [73:00] file, file with caution. But it is that it 
does not straddle like, like a wild horse, a line. One line, she's both, I 
don't know what, physical-magnetic-psychic, she's whatever you want, 
but she's dangerous. This is where you can surely give the maximum 
of what you can give, the maximum of what is in you, huh. But if you 
give the maximum in one hit, you're dead. If you believe it happened, 
you can give your all. 


[1:13:41] I knew a gymnastics teacher who had an admirable method, 
which I never forgot because it seemed very good to me; he said to me 
one day, in high schools, gymnastics teachers were very despised at 
the time, it must not have improved much, and, [74:00] 


and like philosophy teachers in high schools, they have a position, 
they are almost as despised, but they are allowed everything because 
they are crazy, whereas, finally in that time, it shouldn't be like that 


anymore NOW. I was very friendly with gym teachers, often, because 
they fascinated me, so we made the alliance. And there is one who 
said to me: last night I thrashed my kid, I beat him, if you had seen 
that. I said oh well, why? Why did you beat your... he told me, I 
heard him and he said but all 
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the dirty words he knew, all the dirty words. So I came over, slapped 
him, and explained to him. And he was fine, I thought to myself, it 
can't be this simple platitude of having beaten his kid because he said 
dirty words. He said to his kid: you understand, huh, [75:00] 


understand well why I beat you. It's because you said everything you 
knew at once. [Laughs] Tell me a word, a dirty word that you know 
and didn't say. And in his father's insight, he fell right. The kid he 
didn't know any more. He had kept nothing for himself. 


[1:15:26] Now, you know, it's, it's extraordinary, that, need to... never 
say everything you know because it's the sign that you don't know 
anything, huh. It's true, huh, the one who says everything is always 
the one who knows absolutely nothing, he would have done better to 
keep quiet. If you don't keep a little something that you can't even say, 
huh, that's caution. Recklessness is going there, like that, and saying 
to yourself, oh, oh, it has changed since Van Gogh. [76:00] Now that 
has changed. There's one thing that hasn't changed. Yeah, at least one 
thing that hasn't changed. 


[1:16:11] Well, I think it's a bit the same thing, to find out what's your 
business, that is to say, what's- what is this line from the outside, and 
in what way do you constitute yourself as a “subject” in quotation 
marks, in what way do you constitute yourself as a “subject”? 


Since it's, I don't want to say, "me me" it can have so many different 
meanings, including being a simple habit. But if saying "I" is a habit, 
you have to see what it involves. If, on the contrary, you live it -- I 
believe that there are people who live it in the name of a certain 
consciousness of thought -- 


it is obviously very different. [77:00] You will not make yourselves... 
at that time, for you, the true individual will be the subject. For me, I 
tell you, the real individual has never been the subject, it has been 
draft type things, it has been event type things. Event, good. 


So, in this sense, this is why I feel like a Spinozist, but that is to tell 
you to what extent there too, there is no need to discuss. In 
philosophy, it is not a question of knowing whether the conception of 
the individual in Spinoza is more satisfactory than the conception of 
the subject in Kant; it is a question of knowing what are the 
preconditions to the problem of individuation in Spinoza and the 
preconditions to the problem of the subject in Kant. This is what you 
must know first, and it costs a lot of trouble to understand it well. 


[1:17:57] That's what I wanted to say, so a little to respond a little to 
this whole set, [78:00] I wanted to take this text, passion/love at 
Foucault, to say in fact, well, Well, let's assume. He tells us: here is a 
mode of subjectivation that you have not thought of, but the modes of 
subjectivation, they are absolutely infinite. So, if I take up the 
question again: how did Foucault die? Well, if in a certain way, can 
we say that he is dead, it happens the dead who come as the person 
wanted it, the person as he wanted it, as he would have wanted. 
Maybe he wanted to live again, maybe, I don't know. All I can say is, 
is the greatness of the work he has done, did he want to live, did he 
no longer want to live, uh, and in function of what line from the 
outside, and by constituting itself how, what mode of subjectivation? 
[79:00] I believe that one of his ultimate answers -- because this text 
is not the only one of its kind, I believe that even in America there 
have been texts of this type, no more developed , also chat texts -- 


well, he leaves us something about what he sought, or possessed, this 
state of passion which is not to be confused with love. Good. 
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[1:19:33] Here, I answered very imperfectly the questions that you 
asked me, and I take, as if to finish, with my intervention -- I had said 
that I would not speak, I'm the only one speaking, so, uh -- here, I take 
a question which is very good, which, I read it: “Could we come back 
to the fold at Michaux? Yes, there are lots of things, I answer [80:00] 
right away, there are lots of things that we have seen at full speed, it 
would be the subject of another year if we had to. ... -- I think it's 
good to stop, I think it's good that it stops now, because it would only 
be commentary on, I gave you everything I could. -- "According to the 
texts here" - we add texts - "according to the texts here, it seems to me 
rather that fold is synonymous with suffocation, with night, since it is 
necessary that the man unfolds”. My only answer is that, once again, 
and that is already true of Heidegger, for all those who handle these 


operations of folding and unfolding, above all, do not see two 
opposites there. 


Once again, remember the word of Heidegger, in the texts that I 
quoted the last time: what 


[81:00] unfolds in the fold, the fold is there only for something to 
unfold in it, and what unfolds in the fold is what we will call 
appearing. There is no opposition between folding and unfolding; 
these are complementary operations. You will tell me, at one point, 
you could very well tell me: at one point, you yourself forget that you 
made an opposition to explain Foucault. Yes. At that time, I 
distinguished the unfolding as an operation of 17th century thought, 
and the folding as an operation of 19th century thought, yes. 


[1:21:45] In terms of knowledge, I can say that the folding and 
unfolding operations are distinct. But then when we approached, and 
when we considered for ourselves the fold, we were on another level. 


[82:00] Accept that on another level, the distribution of notions, 
concepts, changes. At that moment, at the level of the line from the 
outside, and no longer of the operations of knowledge, at the level of 
the line from the outside, the unfolding and the folding, just like the 
confrontation of death and the discovery of the breathable, the 
discovery of something a little breathable finally, this is strictly 
complementary, taken one in the other, without it being possible to 
say which wins. Will death prevail? Yes, of course, always, in the end, 
but after what, and after what triumph of life? This is why from the 
maximum -- and there one could reproach me for having drawn 
Foucault too much in this direction -- [83:00] to the maximum of 
what I could, I pulled Foucault towards a kind of vitalism , of course, 
as he says himself, a vitalism against a backdrop of mortalism. 


[1:23:12] But, fold and unfold, line of death and line of life, are 
absolutely intertwined, no longer distinguishable from each other, to 
the point that it is within them a cord , that the two adversaries, death 
and life, folding and unfolding, whatever you like, engage in a sort of 
struggle, disengage themselves from each other, or else merge with 
each other. [Pause] We should call all that, [84:00] everything that 
we have just said, everything that I have just said, we should call it "as 
you live", as each of us lives. And obviously there's no worse 
misinterpretation than when, it's a kind of enclitic exercise, eh, when 
you have to summon your line of, saying: to us two.9 It crosses us, eh, 
it is more of the time zone type. It crosses you like time zones, the 
outside line, you are crossed by it. You are in no rush to discover it. 


Because the day you discover it, you will have temptations. Someone 
says to me: can we relate that to [Carlos] 


Castaneda, in the questions.10 Obviously, we can compare that to 
Castaneda. [85:00] Why? 


Because Castaneda extensively develops the idea of lines, there are 
lines of universes, and confronting 
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the lines of the universe, there are dangers, huh. The whole series of 
dangers pointed out by Castaneda or his Indian. There is fear, but 
there is also too much certainty, etc., etc. 


[1:25:28] I say, don't be in a hurry to discover your lines, if, first there 
is not the line outside and then all that. You can only experience the 
outside line in relation, it is as complicated as a hand, it is not the 
same lines as the lines of the hand. I believe, always dreamed of doing 
a linear philosophy, that is to say a formless philosophy, a philosophy 
that is made of lines. It seems to me the... but the line from the 
outside, it is she who will meet you -- that, I believe very strongly -- 
[86:00] at the right time. You don't rush, because if you rush, it'll be 
in the form of a mortal confrontation, it'll be in the form of this drug 
bullshit or some other bullshit, which will make you all doddery 
before the age, and you may say: I have met the line, well, it is not 
you who will have won. So don't be in a hurry. And do not conceive of 
his confrontation as a fight. We left the combat zones; the fight, 
Foucault spoke about it at the level of the balance of power, it was 
necessary to go through the fights. The fights, I take the Van Gogh 
example. Van Gogh had some, fights, and it is undoubtedly the weight 
of the fights he went through that drove him crazy, much more than 
the confrontation of the line. But it's beyond the fights that you meet 
the line. [87:00] 


[1:27:01] Doesn't mean you can't do without fights, huh. What is the 
difference between East and West? I am thinking of an author whom, I 
believe, Foucault did not understand well, because he had nothing to 
do with it, because he was much closer to Foucault than Foucault 
thought. His response, there's a question being asked of me in there, 
about East and West, yes, about American authors. The American or 
English authors, they are powerfully pushed, contrary to the French, 
by lines which involve them, by geographical lines, huh. So, one of 
you even says, is it not possible at the limit, rather than of 


subjectivation, to speak of de-subjectivation, and invokes Henry 
Miller. You also have to invoke [D.H.] Lawrence, quite a tradition. 


[88:00] Yes, I hope after what I have just said that there is no longer 
any problem in this regard. If there are authors of de-subjectivation, it 
is because they are authors who do not believe in the self. That does 
not mean authors of disindividuation, it is individuations without me, 
it is individuations of another type, of a new type. 


[1:28:22] In Miller, for example, what is the most individuated in the 
world? It's a walk. 


It's a walk. In this way, he joins an author who is however not his 
favorite, he joins Virginia Woolf, that what is the most individuated in 
the world is a walk, huh. See, see “Mrs. 


Dalloway”, good. So that, I... But among these English-American 
authors, some are attracted like 


[89:00] towards the East, for example Miller. He has an oriental 
wisdom. He does not say wisdom, we do not know. 


And others are drawn to everything but the Orient. Lawrence, to 
whom Miller owes so much, he can't stand the Orient, he doesn't care, 
the Orient. What interests him is the feathered serpent. It is Italy and 
South America. If you want to read, for example, a great book on, 
how, of historical subjectivation, in search of the subjectivity of the 
Etruscans, well, the greatest book in the world is "Etruscan Walks" by 
Lawrence, which is a book, he thinks, it's wonderful, what.11 But 
what interested him was Italy, and then it was South America. The 
Orients, he had [90:00] absolutely nothing to do with them, 
Lawrence. And that's for very, very simple reasons. He says it, he says 
it: nothing is worth if we do not go through the fight, the fight of 
souls, including the fight of the sexes. The struggle of the sexes 
inspires great moments in Lawrence's life and his work, huh. 
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[1:30:31] Nothing gets through, so he uses the, the metaphors of the 


two poles, the struggle of the poles, huh. 


Everything must go through the balance of power. You won't find 
anything if you haven't gone through the balance of power, that's an 
idea of Lawrence, fundamental. You will remain clinging to your dirty 


little self, if you do not go through the balance of power. [91:00] 
Good. I have no time and it is not my object to say why he thinks that; 
these are splendid pages, sublime pages, but undoing the self, at 
home, that is to say achieving true individuation, undoing the self 
goes through the balance of power. 


Notice, it's a matter of accents. So the Orient, rightly or wrongly, 
considers that the Orient is a way of going beyond the balance of 
power, that all the wisdoms of the Orient consist... Does he 
understand or does ‘he does not understand ? This is another thing. 
While in South America, he sees on the contrary the culture of power 
relations raised to the animal and the vegetable. He sees a cosmos, 
really, a dynamic cosmos; he sees in it a cosmos [92:00] of forces, 
hence his attraction, hence his irresistible attraction towards South 
America, and his indifference to the Orient. 


[1:32:11] At Miller, Miller, he doesn't think that the balance of power 
is very, very creative. He goes through the balance of power, but he 
does not think about the creative nature of the balance of power. 
What he really thinks about right away is the necessity, the absolute 
necessity, of undoing the little me, what he calls the little me. So 
much so that they have the same goal, that is to say, to individuate 
without a subject. But once again, individuating without a subject is 
absolutely, or it enters into what Foucault calls in the broadest sense, 
the processes, the modes of subjectivation. [93:00] In other words, not 
only do the modes of subjectivation vary according to the times, but at 
the same time they vary from one individual to another. And don't 
take subjectivation, don't understand subjectivation in terms of the 
word subject, do the opposite: understand the word subject as filling 
some cases with the process of subjectivation, and again, not all cases. 
For there are individuations which do not produce any subject, and 
which in a certain way deserve to be called processes of 
subjectivation. 


And then, if you understand all that, which is mixed together, well 
you will understand at the same time that the line is the fold that it 
makes, and the unfolding that is imposed on it, if you assimilate the 
unfolding [94:00] with this kind of maximum tension, where you face 
something that looks like death; if you consider the fold, this kind of 
operation that is also very tense, which gives you something to 
breathe, possible otherwise I suffocate, etc., then you will understand 
that at this level, unfolding and folding are not absolutely opposed 
more. 


[1:34:26] And that, at the same time, we can suffocate, oh yes, we can 


suffocate. You know, everything becomes, -- 


and there the word wisdom takes on a meaning -- what is philosophy, 
it is wisdom. It is wisdom, but it is not the wisdom one expects, it is 
wisdom in a whole different way. 


It's the art of playing with lines, that is to say, and thereby it's an art 
of living and surviving, eh, and it's a, it's the art of playing with the 
lines, to know that, [95:00] when you think you have won, you are 
still very far from having won, that when you think... [End of tape] 
[95:10] 


Part 3 


[1:35:11] A student: [Mic noises]... First, there is this question: can 
we bring the lines of the outside closer to the motion picture, and as a 
remark, I would like to thank you to say certain parallels of Foucault 
and this filmmaker, what is his name, Schroeter. Because, it seems to 
me that the word 


"passion" is a bit exaggerated, that it has too much enthusiasm. I think 
that explains everything. Because first, before having to take some 
[indistinct words], the line outside has been defined or has been 
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given materially, I would say materially either by the whales, or by 
the color [96:00], or by something which is affect and which makes its 
fold, but which does not show its dynamism, whereas in the image- 
movement , I mean, I still put myself in the movement-image which is 
very similar to passion, and I withdraw the affection-image from it 
and with the action-image, because in the relations between the line 
of the outside and the line of the inside, the outside was given as 
something outside of me, it is the furthest and the closest, and the 
[indistinct word], I don't know who, will come closer to this outside 
and be affected. So, you have to excuse me, first, there is this 
question, and there is the bringing together of the movement-image 
and the operation of the line from the outside with the inside, and 
[97:00] again , still is there a relationship, a relationship, I mean, can 
we speak of a way as we speak of action in L'Image-Mouvement? 
Good. 


Deleuze: Listen, I'm going to tell you, [Pause] it's interesting what 
you're saying, but in principle, you have to avoid reducing yourself as 


much as possible, it's almost a question of method, I can't answer you 
except to give you some advice. You have to wait as long as possible 
to make reductions because it's not quite the same problems. Last 
year, in fact, we were talking about the movement image or the time- 
image. This year, I wanted to do this research on Foucault with you. 


[98:00] Surely there are reports, surely, surely. I would almost say, 
don't rush to do them, let's wait for them to happen on their own. You 
force me a little, you do me a little violence, by asking me to make 
one. I would say, above all, let's forget perception, action, affection, 
because you sense that Foucault's whole grid was already something 
else. 


It was the grid that I proposed to you, me, in relation to the problems 
that were mine. Foucault's grid, we have seen, is quite different, since 
it is between seeing and speaking, eh, and therefore there would not 
be... [Deleuze does not finish the sentence]. If there is a possible 
connection to be made, it is at the level, I would say, the outside line, 
what is its relation to time, -- you are right -- what is its relation to the 
movement, what type of movement, and what is its relation to time? It 
is, it would be the relationship between the outside, movement and 
time. [99:00] There, there would be, there would surely be a 
rapprochement to be made, but it is not quite done, because to do so, 
one would have to start again from a whole new point of view, from a 
another point of view, everything we did in other years. In any case, it 
is not given in what we have done in other years, because the problem 
was really too, too different. 


[1:39:21] On the other hand, I believe in fact, I pointed it out to you, 
it struck me a lot, that for a long time, Foucault held to a kind of 
disinterest vis-a-vis the problem of time. He really thought the real 
problem was space. And me, I have the feeling that at the time of, at 
the end of Words and Things, he has a presentiment that perhaps well, 
it is still about time, and that in his last books, perhaps perhaps he 
would go so far as to say -- but that would be making him say too 
much, since -- that [100:00] the line outside is the line of the time. 
Yes. This is the timeline, but what timeline? So a line of time, indeed, 
which would come from Kant, namely when the circle is broken in the 
sense of Borges, the labyrinth all the more I don't know what it is 
linear, not at all something that would circle, not at all the ring of 
time, eh, not at all the ring of time, but time as a straight line, or as... 
or, according to Michaux's expression, as the whip of the enraged 
carter. Lanyard, no, furious carter's whip thong.12 
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[1:40:46] Yes, then, there we could, but above all you must not, if you 
want, operate the conjunctions, how shall I put it, cold, arbitrarily. 
[101:00] There has to be something in what you're saying that calls 
for closeness. In what we did this year, in my opinion — for you, it 
may be different — in my opinion, for me, there was no reason to 
compare with what we did this year. Today, I marked that, for 
example, a rapprochement which seems to me much more, which for 
me was essential between these individuations without a subject and 
what Foucault calls the processes of subjectivation, that yes. ... Yes ? 


The same student: [While the details are too indistinct to transcribe, 
he raises the distinction between passion and love that Deleuze had 
pointed out when considering the interview between Foucault and 
Werner Schroeter]. 


[1:42:00] Yes, that seems to be what Foucault meant. 
The same student: [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: Me you know, me you know... 


The same student: [Inaudible; he wants to know if there is in Deleuze 
a moment when these concepts enter into his own experience] 


[1:42:33] Deleuze: Yes, but you see, you see just and shrill like the 
Indian, because for me, I don't have a problem in that regard, because 
I've never needed nor want to use the notions of folding and 
unfolding, so it's not at all, there... 


The same student: [Inaudible; it raises the distinction between the line 
of life and the line of death] 


Deleuze: Yes, yes, that interests me, yes. [103:00] 


The same student: [Inaudible; he continues to question Deleuze about 
concepts, especially the line of life and the line of death; Deleuze 
comments while the student speaks: Yes, absolutely, yes, absolutely 
yes. The student seems to distinguish between Deleuze's interests 
which do not seem to agree with those of the student who becomes 
more and more restless] There is no history in the linear sense with 
you. 


Deluze: Yes. Not with Foucault either. 


The same student: [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: No I don't think so, yes. 


The same student: [Inaudible; the voices of the other students are 
getting louder and louder, perhaps to stop this student's tirade] 


Deleuze: Absolutely, I completely agree with you, yes. [Students 
laugh] 


The same student: [Inaudible; it seems to raise a question about the 
use of subjectification, and the use of metaphors] [104:00] 


[03/06/86 1:44:02] Deleuze: Me the only metaphor that I would 
have, but it is really a metaphor, it is that of time zones. It crosses us 
completely, and it is the outside. 
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The same student: Absolutely... [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: Oh good. [A few other students respond to this student] 


The same student: [Inaudible; the student continues with less and less 
coherence] 


[1:44:45] Deleuze: Yes, I see what you mean, yes. Oh well, anyway, it 
will be space-time blocks, huh. There is no way to speak otherwise 
today, because there, it is even at the level of knowledge, physics has 
meant that we [105:00] can no longer speak of space-time otherwise 
only in blocks of space-time, yes. Yes yes. 


The same student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Yes, well there, you quite correspond to what Foucault says 
about, indeed, it is... 


The same student: [Inaudible] 


[1:45:32] Deleuze: Yes, that's what Foucault says, and I think, and I 
think that from everything he said, that's how he has, c that's how he 
lived, what. Yeah. GOOD. 


Another student: [Inaudible] [106:0013] [Deleuze comments as he 
goes along: Yes, yes, yes, very good, very good. Yes, yes, yes, yes, I 


understand, yes, yes.] [107:00] 
The same student: [Inaudible] 


[1:47:02] Deleuze: Yeah, yeah. Yeah. Yes. It's because, maybe if I 
could answer by reproaching you, it's because you weren't paying 
enough attention to the little I was saying -- it's true that I wasn't 
saying much. -- on what I mean by concept. If, in fact, we are dealing 
with general words which designate concepts in the history of 
philosophy, for example the word substance, what I am saying would 
not make much sense. And indeed, then, I would for example do 
substance in Leibniz, and I would seek its relation to substance in 
Aristotle, etc. But when I speak of concepts in a philosopher, I mean 
quite another thing, since for me, once again, concepts are really 
inventions; [108:00] these are creations. 


But it is not at all easy to know what an author's concepts are. I can 
say, for example, there is substance in Leibniz, he talks about it all the 
time, but what is the concept of substance in Leibniz? That is already 
quite another thing, because we will realize that it is not substance 
which is a concept. That the concepts that allow it to form what I 
would call a new notion of substance is quite another thing. You have 
to find them, it's not sure... which ones are, what are the true 
concepts, what are Leibniz's new concepts? 


[1:48:39] Today I take, I take our year of work. When we started on 
Foucault, however, we didn't really know what Foucault's new 
concepts were. At the limit, we were in the very conditions where we 
put ourselves as if [109:00] we hadn't known if there were any. And 
when, for example, we came across “infamous man”, for me, that, the 
infamous man, is a concept of Foucault, good. For me, concepts are 
not stuff in the head, huh; they are complexes of concepts, percepts 
and affects. And if you don't have all three — it's knots of percepts, 
concepts and affects -- that is, it's something that, I'm talking about in 
the simplest way, that forces you to to think something you had never 
thought, but at the same time to see something you 
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had not yet perceived, and to experience a feeling that is basically 
you. And that is what philosophy is all about. It is to create its 
[110:00] complexes of concepts-percepts-affects. 


[1:50:05] When I say the infamous man, it's a concept of Foucault, 


what does that mean? Well yes, I can draw my line; I read Foucault, I 
say to myself hey, well, there are simpler words, knowledge. The word 
knowledge appears all the time. So okay, it's a concept. It is not yet a 
concept of Foucault. My task, if I interpret, my task, is, struck by the 
frequency of the word knowledge, to ask myself whether or not there 
is a concept, namely, did he invent something there. So, l'm looking, 
the answer I offered you is that yes, at the level of knowledge, he 
invented a new concept. But we noticed at the same time that this 
new concept owed a lot [111:00] to Blanchot, and more distantly, 
owed something to Kant. So I could draw two lines, huh. GOOD. That 
was a big obvious concept, knowledge. 


[1:51:15] When we came across a discreet concept, like that of 
infamous man, I say, under what conditions is it anything other than a 
literary expression? What caught my attention is that the word is 
charged with affectivity, an affect. That's a first sign. I'm an infamous 
man, huh, each of us thinking that, well, it's loaded with affects. Then 
I say to myself, that makes us see things differently, because, read 
Foucault, what does he call an infamous man? What he calls an 
infamous man is a man who because of his [112:00] baseness, but an 
ordinary baseness, who because of his ordinary baseness, is challenged 
by power, is the object of 'a complaint. You will tell me, that makes 
me see the infamous man in a way, I hadn't thought of it, that that 
was the infamous man. 


So, I see, on that, I walk in the subway, it changes your life, you 
know. It gives you small joys, even in sad things. I see a poor tramp 
being arrested, I say hey, the infamous man knows his adventure, he is 
arrested by the police. The ordinary man, the ordinary man, is 
arrested by the police, that's the infamous man. So I have my idea. 
[113:00] It must be an original concept, since there is new percept 
and affect. But, that does not tell me yet what is original in the 
concept. 


[1:53:12] With that, I draw my lines. Who spoke of infamy? That's 
why you have to work, it takes a lot, literally -- forgive me, I'm not an 
example, I have holes, if you knew my cultural holes, you would be 
reassured, huh. [Laughs] -- I'm thinking well, in what I know, who 
talked about the infamy? And comes to mind immediately, but maybe 
you would have to add others that I don't think of, Bataille, Georges 
Bataille. Well, it turns out that for reasons that are mine, Bataille is 
not an author that appeals to me very much. You have to bring in 
affective relationships, it's not an author who has never attracted me, 
because transgression, I find it a stupid idea. [114:00] So, well, it 
never suited me, but others can very well... I say to myself, how did 


he conceive of infamy? Well, when he talks about it, infamy is really 
excess. Bataille is a thinker of excess, of spending, he is the one who 

pushed back the limits of spending. Well, it can be said, so it's of the 

Gilles de Rais type, huh. Gilles de Rais, in the legend, he pushes back 
the limits of horror, that's infamy. 


[1:54:32] And then there is another author, Borges, who has spoken a 
lot, since he wrote a history of infamy. 14 I try to look, he does not 
define infamy as he understands it, but we see that his conception of 
infamy is very Borgesian. It is, once again, it seems to me to be a life 
whose events can only be explained by entanglements [115:00] of 
incompatibilities. It is when incompatibles tie knots, and very 
strangely, the same person, there, is at the center of these 
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incompatibility nodes. Well, I say to myself, yeah, well, that's another 
conception of infamy. I'm looking, yes, and I say to myself, is that... 
but I didn't check on purpose, if there was the word, and then you 
would have to know the Russian word, if there was the word infamy 
sometimes at Chekhov. 


And I say to myself, Chekhov, it's a third conception of infamy, 
because here, it's really the ordinary man or woman who can't take it 
anymore and who, either [116:00] by excess of ignorance and malice, 
ignorant malice, or excess fatigue, do something that transforms their 
radical state, that is, transforms them into criminals. One of Chekhov's 
short stories, for me it's one of Chekhov's essential short stories, it's 
five pages, where you have a little maid, the day of a little maid, she 
can't take it anymore, she doesn't have not stopped, she can't sleep. 
She can't sleep. 


She can't sleep, because good. And now, just when she is going to fall 
asleep all the same, while shaking the crying kid, there, the crying 
baby, the baby starts screaming, and really like a sleepwalker, she 
strangles the baby, and she goes back to bed, [117:00] and she 
sleeps.15 She is an infamous girl, in Foucault's sense. Exactly: 
someone, in his ordinary baseness; is it the baseness of his condition, 
the baseness of his soul? Sometimes sometimes. 


[1:57:23] There is also an old Russian farmer, who unbolts the rails, 
to be able to fish, to weight his line. So we arrest him, and the judge 
tells him, but you're going to derail the train. And the Russian peasant, 
he says to the president, listen Mr. President, no, you can't say things 


like that to me, l'm not educated, but l'm not stupid all the same. That 
is to say, he does not want to make any connection between an 
accident [118:00] as huge as a derailed train, and a very small bolt 
that he took to weight his line. So the president says yes, but it's been 
the fortieth that you've appeared before the, it's been forty bolts that 
you took, [Laughs] it's starting to be a lot. And the peasant becomes 
extraordinarily cunning, there, he says oh Mr. President, but our 
emperor, he has a lot of bolts, all that, good, and he gets stapled, he 
gets condemned, he is an infamous man.16 


That's it. I say to myself, then, a conception in the manner of Chekhov, 
that is Foucault's conception. 


And I don't want to say that Foucault took it from Chekhov, there is a 
meeting, there is a meeting between them. 


[1:58:48] So what is the concept, I say, this is a new concept. What is 
Foucault's concept of the infamous man? I would say quite simply, it is 
the ordinary man [119:00] as seized in one of these base activities, he 
is suddenly summoned by power, brought to light by power, and 
forced to speak through power. You will tell me, but that is a story, 
there, of Chekhov, it is not yet a concept. I tell you if, in the case of 
Foucault, because that is just right. In an elaboration of the 
relationship of forces, or in a theory of power, all of this becomes a 
concept, the concept of the fundamental relationship of man with 
power. 


[1:59:50] So, when I say interpret, it's on this, you do a reading, you 
do your reading of Foucault. Me, I propose to you, there, to answer 
you, [120:00] I propose this test to you 


-- but here I have already corrupted you, because many of you, since 
they followed me, they accepted a certain number of things, so their 
reading will no longer be pure, but let's imagine that it could be 
completely pure -- you would do your reading of Foucault, of course 
we would have common concepts, you and I, as a tribute to Foucault, 
by saying yes, he made a new conception of the concept of knowledge, 
yes a new conception of the power concept. But that would stop soon 
enough, huh. I'm sure your distribution of new concepts to you, eh, 
would include terms that I dropped because either I didn't see them or 
they didn't strike me as enough. 
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important. As you, in your own reading, they would become very, 
very important. For example, something which for me is still 
secondary, the [121:00] passion-love distinction [a student close to 
Deleuze helps him find these terms], or something which for me, I 
don't have developed, because I could have, but it would have 
dragged on too long, I didn't want this, I find that the work we did on 
Foucault is good, insofar as he didn't, he didn't has not developed too 
many, too many things. 


[2:01:24] I completely dropped things like what Foucault expects 
from the body and the desires, sorry, from the body and the pleasures, 
and what does that mean, what does we can assume from the still 
unpublished manuscript, "Les avoux de la chair", where he recalls the 
Christian origin of the flesh, at a time and in relation to 
phenomenology, which itself substituted, think of the career of 
Merleau- Ponty, “The Phenomenology of Perception” is centered on 
the body, [122:00] eh, and all of Merleau-Ponty's posthumous work is 
based on the discovery of the flesh. The substitution of the flesh for 
the body was in phenomenology, I believe, a very, very important 
movement, so much so that, there, I can bet without risk of losing, 
that it is not without malice that Foucault is going to deal with the 
flesh in his book “The confessions of the flesh”, because he will 
obviously insist on recalling the Christian origin, the Greeks, the 
Greeks are absolutely unaware of this notion of flesh. It's a "Christian" 
notion... it really is a Christian notion, huh.17 


[2:02:42] However, that it is also linked to the fold thing, I believe 
that the flesh is fundamentally folded, that is to say that it is 
fundamentally pleated, while the body, it's basically unfolded I'm sure. 
That is to say, without knowing anything about this [123:00] 
manuscript, I am sure that we would find, there, that is to say that, to 
the point that if the manuscript appears, we will be able , if it appears 
soon enough, this last book, we can if necessary redo a few sessions, 
one or two sessions on what this book brings. Yes, that's what I... yes? 


A student: [Inaudible; this student is reading a text from a book by 
Jean Cocteau, The Difficulty of Being] 


[124 :00] 
[2:04:29] Deleuze: Whose is that? It's funny, that's funny. 
Student: It's by Cocteau, in The Difficulty of Being.18 [Pause] 


Deleuze: Ah yes, it's a beautiful text, when did you find it? 


Student: When it appeared in 10/18... [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: Ah, you, you found... 

Student: [Inaudible] 

Deleuze: what is it? 

Student: [Inaudible] [125:00] 


Deleuze: Oh yes. It must have been taken over, it's an old edition that 
you have, right? Is it in 10/18, "The difficulty of being"? Ah good. 
That is a formidable text, indeed, we could comment on it, we could 
also put it in relation to texts by Michaux, because, but there, 
understand that it is typical. There is a production of subjectivation in 
what he calls the unfolding, the dream which operates the unfolding 
and 
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what prevents us from suffocating is a certain interpretation of the 
fold-unfold relations, what. The fold, there, it is experienced as 
suffocating, whereas it is not necessarily experienced as suffocating. 
Once again, if you take Heidegger, the affective distribution is quite 
different. It is in the fold that appearing unfolds. That is to say, he 
would just as well say, at the limit, it is in the fold [126:00] that the 
dream unfolds, huh. But there, this text by Cocteau, it is, it is 
fundamental. It's because, in fact, it would fully enter, when I told 
you, we would almost have to do the paintings of the fold-unfold 
couples, so we would have, just today, you see, we would have 
Melville, Michaux, Cocteau, there is one who talks about Kafka in a 
question which is very interesting by the way, Kafka, I'm not sure if 
these are folding methods in Kafka, but whatever. 


[2:06:40] Or Miller, Lawrence, all that, yes we would have, I think it's 
a very, very rich theme, but here we would find few texts that adapt 
so much to our subject. You see the misfortune of things, you find it 
on the last day. But it's good at the same time, it's good, it proves that 
there was still work to be done, [127:00] what. ... Yes ? [Deleuze 
speaks to someone close to him: you will say later, huh?] 


Georges Comtesse: [Inaudible; it is a sort of mini-conference on 
Foucault which lasts a quarter of an hour]: ... Is the relationship to 
oneself, as they say, virtual? It comes to sexualize sexual practices. 


These are the two questions from which we try to problematize this in 
the line above all of Foucault's discovery. Historically speaking, 
[128:00] in Foucault, the thought of the relation to the self, 
subjectivation, proceeds from a problem, and it is a problem, and it is 
a problem which has been left in suspense and which Foucault has 
recognized for having left it in abeyance, from The Will to Know. 


The problem is the following: what imposes on sexual practice an 
ethics or a morality? Apparently, we do not see the need to link ethics 
or morals to sexual practices. Foucault's second joint problem: what 
necessitates the incessant intersection of sexuality and the subject? It 
was around 1976, 1975-1976 [129:00] when he was thinking of 
writing what he called at the time "The history of the subject" that 
Foucault prepared his course for 1979, where he would rework the 
problematic of power and which concerns what he called, what he 
called at the time, the regime of multiple governmentality in this 
difference of what would remain in the anxiety or the phobia of the 
state. 


In other words, the history of the subject that he projects from 1975 
[indistinct word] the modes of subjectivation, that implies something 
essential at that time. This implies that the subject of sex, that is to say 
the prisoner of the apparatus of modern sexuality, is not as subject of 
sex, [130:00] reducible to an effect of power or an effect of an 
operation of power. The subject of sex wants, in fact, to contradict the 
subject of desire or Christian subjectivity because in this Christian 
subjectivity, desire as diabolical lust, concupiscence of debauchery is 
in itself the confession of the flesh, that is- that is to say, of the 
cadaveric body in the hatred of the self as an obstacle to love, because 
there is desire which passes precisely in spite of the redemption from 
death, of the resurrection of the corpse, in spite, in other words, 
deliverance from the body of death, Christianity confronts [131:00] 
the subject of desire, imposes from there its purifying hermeneutics, 

its practice of telling secrets, the universalization of a morality of 
judgment and the condemnation in the service of love, both of self and 
of neighbour. 
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Foucault's line is in no way from there, as he said and repeated, is in 
no way to ignore, quite the contrary, subjectivity or Christian 
morality, but - and this is the initial project of The Use of Pleasures — 
to do [indistinct word] the genealogy of the subject of desire as 


Christian subjectivity, and this within a history of thought or a history 
of subjectivation , that is to say, to find the seeds of potential [132:00] 
of the subject of desire and in the Greek ethics of economy, of the 
economic use of pleasures, as in the Latin individual morality of 
misunderstanding conjugal of pleasures. 


From then on, what Foucault marks is the relation to oneself as what 
derives not first of all from the agonistic diagram, but what derives 
from what he calls an intense problematization of sexual practice, and 
that at the same time. inside the Greek world. There is therefore no 
sexual cathexis [indistinct word], neither of the woman's body, nor of 
the boy's body as the woman's body and the boy's body, this is what 
he calls in The Use of Pleasures, the regions of daily experience. 
Therefore, there is [133:00] what he calls an interference of the sexual 
-- and I think that there is certainly to problematize sexuality starting 
from the sexual because it is perhaps not the same -— there is an 
interference of the sexual. These regions become places, the regions 
become places of problematization for thought, that is to say, what is 
a place? It is a region of access by anxiety, by the growing anxiety of 
an insurmountable height of the irruption of passions and unleashed 
forces. 


It is therefore the enigmatic event of hetero-affection as a wandering 
of thought which provokes it, which mobilizes it, makes it 
interrogative, which transforms the regions of experience into places 
or centers of thought. [134:00] In relation to the event of hetero- 
affection, that is to say the return of the irruption of unleashing, the 
problematization of the sexual practice, or of the places of this 
practice, is already, one could say, a resource is a slippage of some of 
anxiety, a reserve of oblivion. 


The problematic places become empty places of the event of hetero- 
affection, places which seem to dissipate the bewilderment, the rout of 
hetero-affected thought, empty places which will therefore become 

the supports of a fundamental condition of the self, the position of the 
self, the positions of existence, that is to say a position which resides 
outside the event of the hetero-affection of bewilderment. [135:00] It 
is a reactive heterotopia of the event; it is the fold of subjectivation as 
a fold of temporalization, shelter, prevention of return, memory of the 
self as inexposure, fold as unfold of time, the very possibility of a 
history of the subject. 


Resting from the position of the self, resting in non-exposure is 
precisely what constitutes the relation to the self as resistance to de- 
position, to the loss of self. But because the relationship of inexposure 


remains threatened by the forces and passions from outside, it 
becomes urgent to consolidate the relationship to oneself, to prevent 
its rupture, its breaking by reaching the single goal [136:00] which is 
the mastery of the self, the domination of the passions and forces from 
without. The attainment of such a goal is what Foucault calls in The 
Use of Pleasures the sovereignty of oneself over oneself as self- 
government. To govern oneself is therefore infinite auto-affection as a 
condition of possibility for the problematization of places, of sexual 
practice through the practices of the self, the techniques of the subject 
which imply the effacement and accentuated forgetting of the hetero- 
affection event. 


The sovereignty of the self over the self, which combines self-mastery 
and the domination of the exoticus, is that of man who constitutes 
himself as, as Foucault says, “master subject” of his conduct. [137:00] 
This is 
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by the “master subject”, that is to say the subject subjected to itself, 
that is made possible the ethical subjectivation. The "master subject", 
says Foucault, (I quote him), "must be characterized by his capacity to 
control the forces which are unleashed in him, to keep the free 
disposal of his energy, and to do" -- from there - 


“of his life a work that will survive beyond his passing existence. »19 


The ethics of The Use of Pleasures is therefore the ethics of the virile 
master, of the identity of the superior man, an identity that is 
supported by a fundamental difference between activity [138:00] and 
passivity, an asymmetrical own pleasure reserved for self, and 
obligatory frigidity reserved for the other. The test of such ethics is in 
the love of the penetrated boy insofar as he remains or remains the 
passive spectator of the irreciprocal pleasure of the virile, active, 
dominant man. The paradox of the pleasure ethic or the moderate use 
of pleasures is that all it takes is the boy's pleasure for her to crumble 
or crumble. Therefore, [139:00] the obsession with penetration, the 
threat of being dispossessed of one's own virile energy will cause the 
disjunction of desire and pleasure, will lead to the economic limitation 
of the dangerous sexual act, and this from the moment 4th century. 


From the fourth century, there are, says Foucault, at least four things 
that occur, from there: reinforcement of temperance to moderation, 
prudence and avoidance of the sexual relationship which is the germ 


of pleasure. self of the Latins as mastery of pleasures; second, the 
suspicion that sexual pleasure might itself be evil; third, renunciation 
of any physical relationship with a boy; fourth, ideal of rigorous 
chastity. 20 


So all of this is going — and I'm going to end on this — to prepare 
[140:00] or reinforce the interpretation of the passions and forces 
from outside, reinforce the thought of the outside as an unthinkable 
outside, the whole series of interpretations or the series inflections 
concerning precisely the interpretation of the outside. 


First, from the fourth century, the outside is interpreted as frenetic, 
demonic pleasure, intemperate, unbridled pleasure. All Greek ethics, 
Greek ethics from there denounces the akrateia, that is to say the 
ethics of the self or the aphrodisia, that is to say intemperance. 
Secondly, with the birth of philosophy in Plato, another interpretation 
of the outside, the outside will be interpreted from the incestuous and 
parricidal desires of the monstrous and tyrannical child [141:00] as 
prisoner of the cave or unbridled black horse. Thirdly, at the level of 
the Roman world, the outside is interpreted as passionate saying going 
as far as the delirium of love as excessive pleasure disturbing the 
attention, the self-concern of the Latins. Fourth, with Christian 
subjectivity, the outside is interpreted as diabolical lust, lust and 
debauchery. And fifth, with the modern world the outside is 
interpreted as the normalized sexual desire of modern subjectivity. 


[2:21:46] Deleuze: It's very interesting, but, no, it's true, it's very, it's 
all the more interesting because, in my opinion, what Comtesse did, 
it's is to propose a genealogy -- we agree on this that for Foucault, 
[142:00] it is a genealogy -- what he proposed is a point-by-point 
genealogy different from the mine. So I like that, because if you 
followed, it was, I think I followed, you would have to look at each 
point... [End of the tape] [142:22] 


Part 4 


[2:22:35] Believe me, I'm sincere, I'm not saying I'm right at all, huh. 
If I try, as I understood, as I understood, I believe that the first point 
would relate to this. This is interesting because it shows the possibility 
of two readings. But I can only give one, it's mine, 
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huh, so I can't give another one. [143:00] Fortunately, Comtesse gives, 


in my opinion, a completely different one. 


The first point of difference is that I attached essential importance to 
what I called the Greek diagram, that is to say, the relationship of 
forces independently of any special consideration of sexuality. And I 
said, what is original among the Greeks, according to Foucault, is the 
relationship of rivalry between free men. This is what the Greeks 
invent. From this will flow an affection of self by self, that is to say, 
there will flow from this a relation of force with itself, or a way in 
which force bends because, when it is free men who govern ‘other free 
men, which is the discovery 


[144:00] of the Greeks, the free man who governs must be able to 
govern himself. 


[2:24:09] If I understood correctly, Countess immediately makes an 
objection, he says to me: you have expelled any privilege, even 
apparent, of sexuality at this level; from then on, you will never catch 
up with it, and yet that is what was in question from the beginning 
with Foucault and for Foucault, in his history of the subject, good. I 
notice this first essential difference, and my answer, I did not hide it, 
is that for me, between the self, that is to say the force withdrawn into 
itself, and sexuality, [145: 00] there is only necessarily grounded 
encounter. So, Countess is perfectly entitled to tell me: in vain you 
establish the meeting as necessarily justified, you will not have 
considered it from the start. And indeed, in my reading, it cannot and 
should not be considered from the start. In the reading of Comtesse, 
she is and must be considered from the start, because she is at the 
heart of the problem, huh. 


[2:25:37] The second big difference, there I didn't understand, 
because I didn't understand very, very well, because, and we don't 
have time to adjust, but it is perhaps because -- but we put that aside, 
I'm also going to think about what he said -- it seemed to me that, 
here I'm expressing myself vaguely on purpose, that between subject 
[146: 00] and subjectivation, Comtesse wanted precisely, via the 
intermediary, not by the detour, since for him it is not a detour, but 
by the call to sexuality, he wanted to establish a completely different 
relationship than the one I I was proposing, where the subject is never 
at best, for me the subject is never at most anything but the product of 
a mode of subjectivation, and sometimes there is not even a need for a 
subject. And it seemed to me in certain respects that Comtesse 
wanted, between the subject and subjectification, a completely 
different relationship, to the point that at least in some of his 
expressions he went so far as to suggest, I'm not saying that was his 


thought, I don't know, he went so far as to suggest that [147:00] 
subjectivation was an operation of the subject, that is to say that in 
certain respects it would be necessary to reverse the report as I 
proposed it. That seemed to me the most surprising part of the 
intervention, but I'm not sure that was Comtesse's thought. I'm just 
saying in any case, that he demanded a completely different subject- 
subjectivation relationship from the one I was proposing. 


[2:27:26] Finally, the last point, the point that I almost, if you allow 
me, least appreciated your intervention, because it seemed dangerous 
to me. He seemed to me dangerous for the misinterpretations he could 
arouse in us. You made, in the last point, a kind of recapitulation on 
the different states of the outside line. But, for the purposes of the 
analysis, where you were, the outside line [148:00] was each time 
struck with a kind of sign of evil. Now I think that you and I will agree 
on the following point, which is to say that it is not at all about that. 
The outside line is absolutely not more good than bad; it is, as 
Nietzsche would say, it is par excellent beyond good and evil, and I 
mean, even, for example, from the point of view of an institution, 
Christianity will never necessarily qualify a line from the outside or 
the equivalent, will necessarily qualify it as evil. She 
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does not identify itself with evil either for us as philosophers or from 
the point of view of an institution. An institution can signal dangers, 
but all institutions will always be able to recognize, if you will, the 
line from the outside, one could say that it also passes through certain 
mystical or quasi-mystical states, [149:00] of which the instituted 
church will sometimes mark the dangers, and sometimes pass the 
compromises with it. So above all, I'm not saying at all that that was 
in Comtesse's mind, but it was that in some of Comtesse's expressions. 
Let us beware of identifying the outside line with something that 
would be like evil. 


[2:29:24] And finally, it's the same thing, it's, it's in the way of the 
same reaction, I would say that me, what I expect from "Confessions of 
the flesh", it's still a pattern - when you suggested the line from the 
outside in its excessive character, and in a certain way linked to sin, 
which I don't believe, but again you don't either, I make you say 
things that you haven't formally said, what strikes me, and I think that 
in the "Confessions of the Flesh", for no reason, there is, there is a very 
deep study on [150:00] the conceptions Christians of sin, because it is 


linked to this discovery of the flesh. I would say much more than the 
genealogy, for me, of which the Countess spoke so precisely, for me, it 
is, at the level of Christianity, it is a genealogy of the flesh, how one 
passes from the body to the flesh, with the stages he said, with Plato's 
role in it, but, and how it breaks out with Christianity, the birth of the 
flesh, what. Now, however little I know, you know, the story of sin, 
it's a story, its a marvel, eh, because Countess has used, I believe, on 
several occasions the theme, almost, concupiscence frantic. And it is 
true that in certain Christian conceptions, sin is presented like that. 
But this is to again introduce some variety. [151:00] I would say, the 
subjectification of sinful man comes in the form of this exacerbated 
desire. 


[2:31:09] But you know, in my opinion, it's an almost heterodox 
conception. There it would be necessary, it would be necessary to see 
more closely, it would require specialists, specialists of the fathers of 
the church, but, first conception of sin, it is not that. You must not 
treat Christians as, as Nietzsche treated them, because it was done 
once, it is too easy; after Nietzsche, it is too easy. There is a 
conception of sin which strikes me as appalling. Not at all a deviation 
or exasperation of desire, but on the contrary a lack of desire. The 
original sin is laziness. [152:00] It's laziness. 


It is the one who does not know how to desire, or it is the one who 
has given up desiring. Desire being the desire for the good, that is to 
say the desire for God, the man of original sin is he who did not have 
enough strength to desire. Among the list of deadly sins, the deadly 
sin, the true deadly sin of all deadly sins, would be laziness, not lust, 
or greed. And that is a notion that you still find very late, I mean, if 
not even, I mean it matters philosophically, because you cannot 
understand certain great texts of the 17th century otherwise, it 
continues in my opinion, it his is a story that lasts until the 17th 
century, and where Fénelon, and where all the struggles there, 
Bossuet-Fénelon, are completely taken. [153:00] 


[2:33:01] If you read an author like Malebranche, for example, it's 
very curious. In the same pages you have the call — and it pulls it off 
as it can, that is to say brilliantly, it pulls it off brilliantly, and we can 
see very well that it brings together two traditions. One according to 
which sin is the state of one who can no longer desire. And 
Malebranche explicitly uses the word laziness. And on the contrary, 
movement, the movement of desire, is already good. It is not the 
perfect good, because we go from a particular good to a particular 
good instead of addressing God, but ultimately, if we go from a 
particular good 
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particular to a particular good without reaching God, it is still because 
one is too lazy, it is because one does not desire enough, [154:00] 
understand? 


[2:34:04] And then, there is another conception of desire, and that, 
this first conception of desire, you find it in the innumerable 
commentaries on the “Song of Songs”, in primitive Christianity. And 
she's very, very interesting. The sinner as lazy, I find it great as an 
idea, very very nice idea. But in the same pages, you have a species, 
then, the sinner as having pushed the desire beyond the limits that 
God had assigned to a finite creature, and these two conceptions, they 
coexist. At Malebranche it is very clear, they coexist. And that's the 
whole problem of grace, for example, of grace... the great, the great 
religious discussions, 


[155:00] I believe, until the 17th century, depends not fundamentally, 
but I say, depends partly on this problem: sin, either laziness, or 
concupiscence, that is to say, or else lack of desire or excess of desire. 


[2:35:22] So that's not something at all, ... I don't oppose or approve 
of Countess in this regard. I mean, all the more reason for the outside 
line not to be caught up in a movement, if you will, of excess. 
Personally, I'm afraid that at the very end of your intervention, you 
have, how can I put it, you've fought Foucault a little, you've brought 
him a little closer to a Georges Bataille, whom I think is very, very 
stranger, but that's not even a reproach, huh. I mean, it's a nuance 
from what I [156:00] heard. What interests me fundamentally is the 
two differences that we have, you and me, in the reading of the 
genealogy... Yes? 


Countess: [He responds to this last point, as to having “Bataillé 
Foucault”. ] It is he who has Battled it sometimes. 


Deleuze: Alright, alright. 


Countess: Apart from that, what I have here at the end... [The words 
at the beginning are inaudible because of the sounds of movement of 
the microphone very close to Deleuze] 


Deleuze: Yes, yeah, yes. 


Countess: What interests me are ultimately interpretations from 


outside, I wouldn't say lines from outside, but I would simply say 
micro-universe as outside [a few indistinct remarks]... I would say 
that what interests me in interpretations from the outside, these are 
the ways in which we exercised 


[157:00] to reduce or distort the outside in order to, by making it 
more exactly unthinkable, by continuing to make it unthinkable. And 
among these interpretations, it seems to me that the Jewish religion 
and the Christian religion have a certain interpretation of the outside 
and a certain interpretation of death, which is linked to a certain 
interpretation of original sin, first of all, since original sin, it's like any 
religious, I suppose, initially — a religious is someone who first 
assumes that there is absolute life somewhere and that, if there is 
absolute life somewhere, if there is 


[indistinct word], for example, if the transcendent life of one exists 
somewhere, then the original sinner, i.e. death, will be interpreted as 
[158:00] continuation of life, that is that is to say, death as a diversion 
of life. 


From there, there will effectively be the lack of desire for life, for the 
desire and loss of life, either a lack or an excess [Deleuze: Ouais ouais, 
ouais] based precisely on the religious interpretation of the 
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outside as original sin, that is to say as the fall of life, death, diversion, 
disobedience, exile. That is to say, from death onwards, there is only a 
murderous madness of the other [Deleuze: yes] and separate death, 
[Deleuze: yes] and religion, that is to say what makes the link, is what 
will make the difference [Deleuze: yeah] between the power of life 
and the power of death, and the difference has a name, it is precisely 
God. Only, that leaves, this interpretation from the outside, precisely 
leaves something in suspense, which the fathers of the church are 
going to confront, a bit like in the religion of love, Christ bequeathed 
[159:00] in a way like a kind of sly bequest, a perverse bequest also, 
he bequeathed to others something that he did not think about 
because he thought too much inside love and at this level they go 
confront from there, about desire. 


[2:39:17] Deleuze: Yeah, yeah. Very well, well yes, but as you say, but 
it was, it was our wish to all, it is the point where in fact you need 
Foucault to go towards a problem of your own. However, it is my wish 
that it be so for each of you. Did you want to say something finally? 


Another student: I would just like to make two points. One deals with 
phenomenology, and the other with the question of power. And the 
last time, you really underlined the reorganization [ Noises of the 
microphone block the words] of phenomenology, that is to say 
[160:00] as [ Noises of the microphone] 


the object is that it would enclose us in a purely phenomenological 
circle, but in tension towards the world. In addition, the reference to 
our work in Le visible et l'invisible by Merleau-Ponty was most 
interesting because we find there, in fact, an enterprise of going 
beyond the center of gravity of consciousness towards the outside. Of 
course, Merleau-Ponty does not expressly use the term 


"out "; he sometimes says “object”, sometimes “end”, but that is, I 
believe, his thought. It is a revaluation of the body; Merleau-Ponty 
says in his text “objective body” in the sense that [161:00] 
consciousness [indistinct word] will henceforth be of it, and this 
sentence is quite significant of Merleau-Ponty when speaking about 
Sartre, that he says that nothingness is “hollow”, not “hole”, and this 
hollow reminded a lot of what you said and what you called “fold”. 


The theme of In der Welt sein is, moreover, one of the possibilities of 
posing the question of power as an exercise in concrete practice aimed 
at transforming subjects or the individual into objects of power. 


This process of subjectivation that you have analyzed and [indistinct 
word] everything in there implies in an outside, finally begins 
[162:00] to light up and by virtue of this recognition of spatiality in 
the broad sense on the part of the proponents of a certain 
phenomenology.21 


With regard now to power, it is according to Foucault the producer of 
practices [indistinct word] on the one hand, and on the other hand, it 
is not justified anyhow. There is indissolubly the exercise of power; it 
is the fact that he conforms to certain canonical rules of power. So, 
the question I would like to ask would be firstly, how to escape this 
canonical or any canonical if we have to escape it at all costs, and 
secondly, if we are moving [163:00] towards a reduction of 
pathology, of what Foucault himself calls pathology or excess of 
power? Perhaps this reduction would be equivalent to a narrowing of 
the field of rationalization that Foucault himself suggests in a recently 
published text. 


[2:43:27] Deleuze: I think that for the last question, that's exactly the 
question we chose in the end, since we don't have an answer. What we 


can say is that, on the whole, what we can say very briefly, is that the 
zone of subjectivation, that is to say this operation that Foucault 
presents as that of fold but that, in my opinion, we talked, there, we 
can 
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design differently. But finally, this zone of subjectivation is in itself 
[164:00] independent of power. What does it mean ? That means: it is 
never power that creates it. Power begins and ends in the relationship 
of one force to another force. As soon as there is subjectivation, we 
are outside of power. Well, that's the first proposal. Governing oneself, 
in my opinion, in any case, in my reading, is not part of power. The 
proof is that power operates by binding rules, governing oneself is an 
optional rule of the free man. Good. 


[2:44:42] Second point. On this, it is true, and this is what proves you 
entirely right, that as soon as a zone of subjectivation is created, 
power does not stop penetrating it and seizing it, and enslaving it. , 
[165:00] that, good. And, it will have to form new power 
relationships. For example, the appearance of Christian subjectivity 
will require new relationships of power of a pastoral type between the 
priest and the flock, in order to assimilate and subjugate this new 
form of power to this new subjectivation. So, each time, the zone of 
subjectivation is taken over by authorities. 


[2:45:40] Third point, this being said very abstractly, each time the 
zone of subjectivation is identified...recovered by centers of power, 
new modes of subjectivation are hollowed out. 


[166:00] Good. If I understood your question correctly, it is, can we 
say, for example, that today, much more, power has become in such a 
way that sometimes it gets ahead of it, it creates its own 
subjectifications . How can you ignore, if you like, that fascism 
supposed certain processes of subjectivation in Germany, which were 
the subjectivation of the defeat of 1918, that which prefigured 
fascism, fascism sank into these processes of subjectivation and 
erected itself itself, and disciplined itself, a new subjectivity which 
was fascist subjectivity, and which was a world event in the field of 
the processes of subjectification, and which was partly organized by 
power, partly which was formed [167:00] according to a particular 
process of subjectivation at such a time, at such a time. So it's very 
complicated. 


[2:47:07] The question, again, if we — then who are we? — we are able 
to produce particularly resistant subjectivations, this obviously 
concerns all the discussions for thirty years. I mean, if we thought we 
had discovered that revolutions failed and developed into dictatorship, 
this discovery that people seem to be making late today, they took the 
time to do it, because we are almost ashamed to remember that it is 
the basis of the awareness of English romanticism, eh. [168:00] The 
basis of the awareness of English Romanticism is what really not only 
defines politics, but what defines English Romanticism as politics is 
the great English adventure of the reversal of revolution in its 
contrary, namely a story of Cromwell. And all the English romantics 
reflect, there, believe me, I am not exaggerating a line, reflect on this 
wonderful story, how does a revolution become its opposite? So that's 
more of a reason for me not to find the discovery that the Soviet 
revolution turned out very badly fantastic, because, I mean, that we're 
being presented with it as the great fact of the 20th century, this it's 
not reasonable, it's not [169:00] 


seriously, what.22 


[2:49:02] So, let's pose the problem again: can we say today... I would 
even say, romantic subjectivity, and God that there is a romantic 
subjectivity, romantic subjectivity has been a mode of subjectivation 
responding to the adventure of power that can be called failure and 
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reversal of the revolution, either in the English form with Cromwell, 
or in the French form with Napoleon. And, romantic subjectivation 
claims to be a new subjectivation, with, as Félix was saying earlier, in 
a subjectivation there is everything, there is the worst, there is the 
best, there is the old, there is to the new, subjectivation which consists 
in telling oneself, sometimes once said what has become of the English 
revolution, [170:00] or once said what has become of the French 
revolution, let's redo subjectivity, let's redo a new subjectivity capable 
of resisting this becoming of power. And, romantic subjectivity will 
be, in fact, at that point it would have to be defined from that point of 
view, like -- we could have had sessions, but I think we had every 
interest in concentrating , not to dissipate in the end 


-- we could have done a session, too, an entire session on: what could 
we call romantic subjectivation, and in its relations with power? 


[2:50:38] Today, we keep producing subjectivity; the production of 


subjectivity is a dimension of collectivities, a dimension, but co- 
eternal, co-existing. What seemed very interesting to me in Félix's 
intervention, the other time,23 was how he juggled, but it was 
[171:00] me who had asked him that it not be a presentation at all, 
whether it's conversation, a little like Foucault's text earlier, with the 
mode, the modes of subjectivation that are done in Brazil, that have 
been done for longer in Japan, elsewhere still, in what sense '68 was a 
great creation, the emergence of a great creation of subjectivation, not 
only, which involved a struggle - that's what I was telling you - all 
new subjectivations involve new struggles, forms of struggle news 
with power, that's obvious. GOOD. I suppose that, I am not saying that 
they are the source, but I am saying that there is no new struggle 
against new forms of power that does not also involve the constitution 
of new modes of subjectivation, even what as he says about passion, 
Foucault, new modes of communication, etc., and really [172:00] the 
constitution of new selves, selves of a new type. 


[2:52:05] So, I'm going back to a question that is very painful, I think, 
because it's such a... good question. Drugs have been, it's obvious that 
drugs have been -- it's in this sense that I'm saying, in subjectivations 
you find everything -- drugs have been, in particular in America, a 
factor of subjectivation, but, who was of fundamental importance. I 
just think, one of the more reasons, it seems to me, for... if this word 
has any meaning, to condemn drugs, it's that, you know, things are 
going fast, they seem to me to have all the aspects already. an 
archaism, so it's not so famous, archaisms, in the processes of 
subjectivation, huh. But that drugs played, for example at the time of 
the Vietnam War, the role of a process, at the level of the American 
army, everything that is said, and which seems to me to be [173:00] 
true , profoundly true, [Pause] that it played the role of a process of 
subjectivation in front of which power, American power found itself, 
temporarily seized... it takes a long time, it takes us a long time, to 
absorb a news of power and find rhythms, you know, and at that time 
we Say it's calm, and it takes a long time in power, to find parades in 
front of... I'm rather optimistic, I don't believe that advertising That's 
enough, I don't believe that the all-powerful world market is enough 
to, to recover the new subjectivations like that. It recovers what can 
be recovered, it was already from the beginning of, if you want, the 
MLF can, at the limit, I don't think it's true, but, let's even suppose that 
the MLF is recovered or dissolved as a group, there's something that 
doesn't dissolve, it's a new female subjectivation [174:00], that, that's 
in no danger of dissolving, and that's not the end of posing that, that 
doesn't haven't even started, to pose the problems where power stuff 
will short-circuit itself, like, and knowledge stuff. So obviously, 


biology, all this mother stuff 
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carriers, etc., the right, everything will be there. There is a good 
starting point for a recovery, so feminist movements, everything is 
there. I live very, the current torpor, as if not particularly 
discouraging. GOOD. 


[2:54:45] And, what I wanted to say, then, is, well, what conclusion to 
draw from that? Are we more fragile, and increasingly fragile vis-à-vis 
increasingly strong power relations? You know, 


[Deleuze laughs] [175:00] I believe enough, there are cheerful things 
there. They talk about the tamper-proof identity card, huh. Specialists, 
I am not a specialist, so I believe in them, I say to myself oh well, but 
what does that mean? First you learn, if you ask anyone, that means 
you can't add anything to it, that's all. We suddenly learn that it is not 
an identity card impossible to produce, huh. People, they say oh, we'll 
take the time, yes okay, but anyway, they have, they have, they have 
parades. Computers are amazing, understand, computers are amazing 
when you, when you already see what a kid can do with a computer. 
But, hey, yes, they are happy to train... [Deleuze laughs] they say, 
well, the computers, they are going to train monsters, protesting 
monsters like philosophy has never formed [176:00], great computer 
dementors when they start laughing, and make a computer give wrong 
answers or give no more answers. 


Do you already realize why you need to know the spelling? It's that if 
you ask a computer a question with a misspelling, it spits on you. 
[Laughs] [2:56:24] So the stories of Chevénement, eh, back to 
spelling, it's idiots who say ah Chevénement, he's archaic.24 Not at all, 
I don't believe, he wanted, in the current state of computers, the kids 
have to know how to spell. How can you do otherwise? If they don't 
know how to write shirt in the seam, they won't be able to use a 
computer to know how many shirts are left, in the stock, they have to 
have spelling or else everything has to be changed, everything has to 
be changed [177:00] 


change in spelling. So now this old thing is reactivated, it's very gay, 
good. But 


[Deleuze laughs] there I say really nonsense, you know, these children 
trained on the computer, I think that they are going to make 


subjectivities of which personally I do not even have the idea. When I 
see them, I mean, kids who are currently 8 years old and trained in 
electronic games, but what a subjectivity it is... I watch them, 
sometimes it doesn't make me progress to watch them, makes it look 
smart but nothing more, I look at them thinking to myself, but how 
does it already work in their heads 


? How and what is this ongoing process of subjectification? Well, 
that's very, very, very curious. 


[2:57:50] So there, as for your question, I would say I am unable to 
answer it, but I believe that according to our tastes, everyone has 
reason to be optimistic, because [Deleuze laughs] [ 178:00] I don't 
believe, in any case, that one can think, except in the most idiotic 
science-fiction, of a power that would be adequate, and that would 
make everyone a slave. That, by nature, seems to me contrary then to 
the concept of power. There is always something leaking. If I even had 
a difference with Foucault, it would be at this level: power consists in 
plugging the lines of flight, and it is a task, it is a fundamental task, 
but I would not define, for my account, I would not define a social 
field by a strategy; I would define it by the vanishing lines. A social 
field is something that leaks everywhere: Money, goods, workers, 
credits, all that is a system of lines, of line of flight. And power is the 
[179:00] clogging. The leaks that we allow, that we are forced to 
allow at the cost of some other that we are going to plug, etc., the, 
this is where Foucault, then I would find Foucault, to the point 
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Sure, the law is the management of permitted illegalities. There are 
illegalities allowed, others not allowed, well, and that's it. Good. 


[2:59:22] So I believe, in that sense, you understand, there is no 
answer to such a question because it happens every day. All I can say 
to you is: be very attentive around you. Some of you are not too old 
yet, even many of you. I'm too old, but it doesn't matter, but everyone, 
do very, I mean, to participate in new forms of, I have my habits, huh. 
And since I really believe that being a subject means having habits, 
and that it means nothing else. The content of the [180:00] subject 
word is habit. 


I have, I am used to, "I" what does it mean? It means I'm used to 
breathing. And it's nothing, it's not more complicated than that. It is 
not an "I" which is assumed, which constitutes me as 


“T” is the habit of breathing. It will stop, well, well, at that moment I 
will no longer be I. But there is no other, that is why I love English 
philosophers so much, because they are the first to have given this 
content to the me and to the "I", the I is nothing but habit. Well, of 
course, we have to say a little more about that, but that would take us 
a year. 


[3:00:42] To say a little more, what is a habit then, if I am a habit, if 
each of us is a habit... well, but there are habits more or less fresh, 
more or less young. Me, I'm already an old habit, [Deleuze laughs] 
so... I remember a [181:00] 


interview so beautiful of Kerouac, where with his French-Canadian 
accent, he said "I'm tired of myself", I'm tired of myself, quite at the 
end of his life, it's true that he was very alcoholic, that, I'm tired of 
myself, he said, in a trumpet improvisation, he made marvelous 
improvisations, then he improvised, then we felt that the heart wasn't 
there anymore, he let go of his trumpet, he said "I'm tired of myself". 
It's an old habit that was breaking, what, 


[Deleuze laughs] that, he felt, he felt that it was a habit in the process 
of undoing, huh. 


[3:01:38] But finally, the young habits, that is to say the young 
subjects, you know, it's great. 


This is why the subject is a case of habit, huh, but there are so many 
other habits in us, all that, the process, me for my own account, I 
would have said this: the process of subjectivation is habit in the true 
English sense of the word. It's also [182:00] the way of standing, it's 
the posture, it's the custom, it's the posture, it's a complex of very rich 
notions, huh. So, the habit is not at all what one does not create; new 
habits are created every day. The field of micrology, for me, is 
creation, but it is the daily creation, every day of new habits, new 
habits that are born, eh, habits of language, habit of play, habit of 
walking in the Street. Watching the kids because they are charming 
little habits, but really they are habits. 


So, yes, I can only answer your question like that. I mean, I'm not 
answering you: we'll see. I tell you, it is certain that one does not 
cease, if one is careful, to see things. And as for the question [183:00] 
then pessimistic, is there a power capable of preventing this creativity, 
I answer no, no, no power can ever prevent this creativity. 


Thank you for this year which has been extremely precious, for me in 


any case. [ End of tape] [3:03:21] 
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Notes 


1 With regard to the subject that Deleuze suggests, the fold and 
subjectivation, it is above all what he examines in the last segment of 
Foucault, “The folds, or the inside of thought (subjectivation)”. As for 
“La vie des hommes infames”, Deleuze addresses it from the beginning 
of this same chapter of Foucault, and one can also consult Parlers, pp. 
126-128 and pp. 147-158. All the interviews on Foucault in Parlers 
take place during the summer of 1986, that is to say following this 
seminar. The text, “The Lives of Infamous Men” appeared in an issue 
of Cahiers du Cinéma 29 (January 15, 1977), pp. 12-29. 


2 The full title of this work is Me, Pierre Riviére, having slaughtered 
my mother, my sister and my brother (Paris: Gallimard, 1973). 


3 On this mutual confrontation, see Parlers, pp. 149-153. [ 
Negotiations, p. 110-114] The reference to Michaux's text is from 
Misérable Miracle (1956), "The linear acceleration that I had become, 
did not retreat, faced each shredding, was to reform, was almost going 
to reform, when the force on him faster than a meteor... It was 
excruciating because I resisted”, pp. 126-127. 


4 This is probably The Archeology of Knowledge (Paris: Gallimard, 
1969). 


5 The precise reference is “Conversation with Werner Schoeter” in G. 
Courant, Werner Schroeter (Paris: Goethe Institute, 1983), pp. 39-47; 
Michel Foucault, Says and Writings (Paris: Gallimard, 1994), pp. 
251-260. 


6 The text of this interview between Foucault and Schroeter goes as 
follows: “... or in what is called sadism or masochism. I do not see any 
sadistic or masochistic relationship between these women, while there 
is a completely inseparable state of pain-pleasure. There is, in each, a 
very great suffering. One cannot say that one makes the other suffer. 
These are not two qualities that mingle with each other, it is one and 
the same quality » Sayings and Writings, IV, pp. 251-252. 


7 These are the novel by Goethe, The Sorrows of Young Werther 
(1774), and the novel by Emily Bronte (1847). 


8 On this kind of singularity, and in particular hecceities, see Mille 
plateaux, plateau 10, pp. 320-321; the authors refer precisely to 
Charlotte Brontë on page 319. 


9 "A nous deux" is an implicit reference to the famous denouement of 
Balzac's novel, Le Père Goriot, when Rastignac, beaten by fate but yet 
undefeated, looks down on Paris from the heights of the Père Lachaise 
cemetery and says, 


"It's the two of us now." 


10 Deleuze and Guattari frequently refer to the books of Carlos 
Castaneda in À Thousand Plateaus, in particular L’herbe du diable et 
la petite smoke, trans. Marcel Kahn (Paris: Black Sun Editions, 1972), 
p. 19 footnote 6; The Journey to Ixtlan, trans. Marcel Kahn (Paris: 
Gallimard, 1974), p. 173, footnote 34; and Stories of Power, trans. 
Carmen Bernand (Paris: Gallimard, 1975), p. 200. 


11 D.H. Lawrence, Etruscan Places (Leiserson Press, 1932). 


12 This reference to Henri Michaux is also found towards the end of 
Deleuze's book devoted to Foucault, "Lanyard of the Whip of a Carter 
in Fury" (p. 130), apparently taken from Michaux's Miserable Miracle: 
Mescaline (Paris: Gallimard , 1972), p. 126. The reference is also 
found in A Thousand Plateaus, p. 347, footnote 55. 


13 Deleuze will make precisely this comparison in the second seminar 


on Leibniz, during the sessions of April 28, 1987 and especially May 5, 
1987. 
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14 This is again a reference that is found in A Thousand Plateaus, 
precisely in connection with this title, History of Universal Infamy, 
which the authors believe he missed, pp. 157, 295). 

15 This is the short story by Chekhov, “The Desire to Sleep” (1888). 
16 This is Chekov's short story, "A Malefactor" (1886) 


17 The references are: Michel Foucault, The Confessions of the Flesh 


(Paris: Gallimard, 2018); Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology 
of Perception (Paris: Gallimard, 1945). 


18 Jean Cocteau, The difficulty of being (Paris: 1947). 
19 Foucault, The Use of Pleasures (Paris: Gallimard, 1984), p. 156. 
20 See The Use of Pleasures, p. 274. 


21 We see in a note in Le Pli that Deleuze addresses this precise point 
raised by this student, pp. 36-37, note 27: "Merleau-Ponty has a better 
understanding of Leibniz when he simply poses: 'Our soul has no 
windows, that means In der Welt sein...' (Le visible et l'invisible, 
Gallimard , pp. 264 and 276). From the Phenomenology of Perception, 
Merleau-Ponty invoked the fold to oppose it to the Sartrean holes; 
and, in Le vislbe et l'invisible, it is a question of interpreting the 
Heideggerian fold as a 'chiasm or intertwining’, between the visible 
and the seer. 


22 This is no doubt a reference to the criticisms of the group known as 
the New Philosophers, against whom Deleuze wrote a famous 
pamphlet in 1977 “About the new philosophers and a more general 
problem”, Deux regimes de fous et autres texts (Paris: Minuit, 2003), 
pp. 127-134. 


23 This is the session of May 13, 1986 in which Guattari participated. 


24 This is the French politician Jean-Pierre Chevénement who, at the 
time of this session, had just left his post as Minister of National 
Education, but also had been the Minister of Research and 
Technology. As Minister of National Education, he reestablished the 
teaching of civic education and insisted on the possibility of leading 
80% of an age group to the level of the baccalaureate. Thus he insists 
on 


“standards”, including the importance of spelling. 


